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Sen.  Jackson  introduced  S.  2515  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Senate  committee  ordered  S.  2515  reported. 

Senate  committee  reported  S.  2515  without  amend¬ 
ment.  Senate  Report  6Ul.  Print  of  bill.  And  report. 

Senator  Anderson  submitted  amendment. 

Senate  made  S.  2515  pending  business. 

Senate  began  debate  on  S.  2515. 

Senate  passed  S#  2515  with  amendment. 

S.  2515  was  referred  to  House  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

House  committee  voted  to  report  S,  25l5» 

House  committee  reported  S.  2515  with  amendment. 
House  Report  1630.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

House  passed  S.  2515  under  suspension  of  rules. 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

House  conferees  were  appointed. 

Conferees  agreed  to  file  report. 

House  received  conference  report.  House  Report 
1890.  Print  of  report. 

House  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Approved!  Public  Law  90-51*5 • 


Hearings t House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
on  H.  R.  1311  parts  1,  2,  and  3. 


-  3  - 

SENATE 


/ 


X3\SCH00L  LUNCHES*  Passed  without  amendment  S.  2012,  to  amend  legislation  re¬ 
garding  internal  operation  of  the  school  lunch  program  in  D.  C.  (pp.  Slfl[U8l-2) 
[%e  committee  report  (see  Digest  160)  summarizes  the  purposes  of  the  Kill  as 
follows:  "(1)  to  authorize  appropriations  of  public  funds  to  pay  salaries  and 
related  costs  of  operating  the  Office  of  Central  Management  of  the /Food 
Services  Department  in  the  public  schools  and  (2)  to  provide  for /appropriation 
of  public  money  to  pay  for  lunches  furnished  to  all  needy  elementary  and 
secondary\public  school  children  whose  parents  are  not  recipiei'its  of  public 
welfare*"  report  also  states:  "Under  existing  law...th/  expenses,  sala¬ 

ries,  and  related  costs  of  conducting  the  Office  of  CentraVl-lanagement  of  the 
Department  of  stood  Services  of  the  public  schools  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
are  paid  from  the  food  services  fund*  This  fund  is  a  revolving  account  into 
which  all  revenues  from  the  operation  of  food  services/in  the  public  schools 
are  placed.  These\^eceipts  are  used  for  the  *purchap4  of  foods,  supplies,  and 
all  other  services  and  expenditures  of  whatever  nature  which  are  necessary  for 
the  conduct  of  the  Department  of  Food  Services,  including  personal  services, 
tne  operation  and  maintenance  of  motor  trucks,  and  the  expenses  of  conducting 
the  Office  of  Central  Management*  M* 

111.  REORGANIZATION,  Sen.  PearsonSs  poke  in  favor /^f  his  bill  S.  U7,  to  establish  a 
Commission  on  the  Operation  oK  the  Executive  Branch,  pp.  S1I4U9U-5 

13>.  ECOl.Onij  TAXATION,  Sen.  Proxmire\iisagi/ed  with  the  proposed  tax  increase  be¬ 
cause  of  the  spending  for  the  VietKamywar  and  inserted  a  report  on  "The 
Employment  Effect  of  Defense  Expenditures."  pp.  S114.U98-502 

Sen.  Smathers  urged  the  enactment  of  legislation  to  increase  taxes  and  at 
the  same  time  hold  down  spendingy'ihereW  keeping  the  power  to  control  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  nands  of  Congress*'/ pp.  Slli53li-7 

Sen.  Miller  inserted  an  editorial,  "MrAMills  Makes  a  Point,"  which  he  said 
is  an  excellent  commentary  on:  the  present  conflict  between  the  administration 
and  Congress  over  the  )ropo<^ed  spending  cuts  and  the  proposed  tax  increase, 

PP.  Slli565-6  ^  ^ 

Ser  .Proxmire  praised/ the  overall  economic  rebord  of  the  Kennedy  and  Johnson 
Administrations  for  th/past  7  years  and  inserted 
Boom:  Expansion  Enters  80th  Month,  Matches  Old  Recc 
Since  1961 — Profits/ Personal  Income  Rise  Even  More 
and  Gold."  pp.  S^So2-i| 


article,  "Profile  of  a 
rd — GNP  Soars  k9  Percent 
aarply — Problems:  Housing 


•  POVERTY.  Sens, yJd’oxmire,  Harris,  and  McGee  called  attention  to  "the  need  in 
America  to  sljzw  doim  the  rural -to-urban  shift  of  our  population,"  and  inserted 
an  article,  /Rural  and  Urban  Poverty."  pp.  SHji>06-9.  Slij $l8\sib559 

17.  FARM  PROGRAMS*  Sen.  Montoya  commended  the  progress  of  the  farm  pn?gram  in  the 

past  7  Years  and  discussed  developments  in  specific  programs.  pj\  SlbH>10-2 

18,  EXTEN/ION  SERVICES.  A  subcommittee  Of  the  D.  C.  Committee  completed  wprk  on 
S*/a999,  to  provide  extension  services  for  D.  C.  p.  D901 


19. 


PxiOPRIATIONS.  Passed  82-3,  with  amendments  H.  R.  Il61il,  the  public  work 
appropriation  bill,  and  conferees  were  appointed.  House  conferees  have  no\been 
appointed,  pp.  S1U537-8 

Began  con  si  deration  of  H,  R.  103l;5>,  the  Department  of  State,  Justice,  and 
Comme.rce,  the  Jwdieinry,  j-olnted  agerud  rp  appropriation  bill,  pp,  Slii567-$2 


FOREIGN  TRADE,  Sen,  Byrd,  Va.,  inserted  a  speech  by  Sen,  Mundt  which  presents/ 
"a  convincing  argument  against' U,  S,  trade  with  countries  x\thich  aid  our 
enemies,  pp*  Sll*560~2 


21,  NATIONAL  PARK,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported 

(but  did  not  actually  report)  an  original  bill  S«  25l5,  to  establish  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  in  Calif,  p,  D901 


22,  MINING  CLAIMS,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S,  2121,  to  extend/the  period 
for  relief  occupants  of  certain  unpatented  mining  claims,  /?,  D901 


23.  PERSONNEL,  A  subcommittee  of  the  Government  Operations  Committee  completed  wori 
on  S,  699,  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Personnel  Act, /and  S,  1L85,  the 
proposed  Intergovernmental  Manpower  Act  of  1967*  p,  D9ji 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


2L.  HOLIDAY,  Rep,  Madden  inserted  various  resolutionq/favoring  legislation  to 
make  Columbus  Day  a  legalNholiday,  pp,  AL987-8 


25,  ECONOMICS,  Rep,  Bolling  inserted  an  article, /"Prof ile  of  a. Boom:  Economic 
Expansion  Enters  80th  Month. PP*  Al±991- 


BILLSsjMTRODtfCED 


26.  ANIMAL  RESEARCH.  H.  R.  133 9L  by  RepA^ibbons,  and  H.  R.  13U13  by  Rep.  Burke, 
Fla,,  to  amend  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  to  provide  special  assistance  for 
the  improvement  of  laboratory  animal  research  facilities;  to  establish  stand¬ 
ards  for  the  humane  care,  handling,  and  treatment  of  laboratory  animals  in 
departments,  agencies,  and  inst(Wentaliti^s  of  tile  United  States,  etc;  to 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee. 


27.  MINK  IMPORTS.  H.  R.  13395  Rep.  Harsha,  and  R.  1 3399  by  Rep.  Lloyd,  to 
amend  the  tariff  schedules  of  the  United  States  \ith  respect  to  the  rate  of 
duty  on  whole  skins  of  /j»iink  and  plates  made  of  who^e  skins  of  mink;  to  Hays 
and  Means  Committee. 


28,  MATER  POLLUTION.  H/R,  13396  by  Rep,  Kqpferman,  to  ame'hd  the  Federal  Trater 

Pollution  Control/Act  to  establish  research  and  planningvprograms  with  respect 
to  the  prevention  and  restoration  of  eu trophic  lakes;  to  Apblic  Morks  Committee 


Remarks  of  author,  p.  H13163 


Hr  Fit  13i/?  by  Rep.  Zwach,  to  amend  the  Federal  I/ater  Foliation  Control  Act 
in  order  to/ authorize  comprehensive  pilot  programs  in  lake  pollution  preven¬ 
tion  and  gronbrol;  to  Public  Norks  Committee. 


29,  LABELING  H.  R.  33397  by  Rep,  Langen,  to  protect  consumers  by  requiring  that 
imported  meat  and  meat  food  products  made  in  whole  or  in  part  with  jWorted 
mea/ beer  a  label  showing  the  country  or  origin  of  such  imported  meat\  to 
;erstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee.  Remarks  of  author  p.  Hl3x6( 


30. /TEXTILE  BIPORTS.  H.  R.  13398  by  Rep.  Latta,  to  provide  for  orderly  trade  li 
textile  articles;  to  Mays  and  Means  Committee, 


31.  TAXATION,  H.  R,  13U00  by  Rep.  McCarthy,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
195U  to  raise  needed  nddi  ti  on  a  3  .revenues  by  tax  reform;  to  Way  s  and  Meai  s 
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TN  TI1M  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 
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Mr.  Jackson  (for  himself,  Mr.  IUbi.e,  and  Mr.,  Kuciiel).  introduced  the  fol¬ 
lowing  bill ;  which  was  read  twice'  and  'referred  to'  the  CoWmittee  on 


Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
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A  BILL 

1  ’  j  oTI  I  !<  *  o'  M  -  i  •  •  ■  :  o  -0(0 1 .  ii-i ; 

To  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 

'mm  -11100.;  i  .  iU  i'  .  •  ii’fMli! «'  /:■  >  o-oi  )  jo  o  to 

in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes. 

.ll  11(0  -o'IMfi  O  '  l!  II':-'  t  iU  JO-  i'  •  -oil-  -  i  ’  l  1 1 ;  I  1  (ililTll)J;  071  '•! 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

^hlllll  liMI  sOi  •»!•  '  ;  bo)  '.'Job  Mil  '  o'-  Milov  '■  (  ./lOitiUloh  fi'  '*■ 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

/li'ff’.tf  7  i  1 1 ;  r  j  iuil.l  !«>  I  Mlfl)  I  t .  1 1  >  J  /  ( 1 » ( *1  111;  11  f|i  }l  ,‘i'i>ll '*)  /  t  10  •  ! 

3  That  the  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  preserve  in  their  natural 

/id;  it)  Mil  O'fiupu,-.  7fUit  /'  • »  » r*  Mill  .^om*.b‘  i|i»d  fhh-  ifidfi//  "" 1 

4  setting,  for  the  inspiration  and  enjoyment  of  present  and 

ot  idnio  in  n  ; r  < m f : i •  • « f  il-c*-  ;o  -mc-Iiio  bfdil  oil}  io  i i < > t t'i •  i 

5  future  generations,  remaining  virgin  and  old  growth  stands 

I  io'!  i  if|  io -;  o>  1  Hi  o,i  I  ii  i  oor  i;T  i/o-.  Io  s  - '  >  f  f  1 '/  f  j(  {  n!)  ONflflflHni 

6  of  the  redwoods,  the  tallest  living  trees  in  the  world. 

o  A  oil)  vd  |<  i •.Mi.ul  /  •  id  .  . i  •  »ri isImi 1 1* »*l  T;o,i|  Mill  lo  db-jr  >  * - 

7  Sec.  2.  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the 

.'•Midi  mi  nod  /ho;  ch  fiiihi//  A.  ;  f  fil  Ie'ioIim!  (.mi  ‘rot  /mtoi  -- 

8  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 

i!i,  I  io  'll.''  Mi ! !  ■  o  »•;  //o  i ; ; o  , mi  1  i  . ) Jo  i o  j 1 1 1  *i t »  hid;*  / 1 1  / 

9  “Secretary”)  is  authorized  to  establish  the  Redwood  National 

holllipb'h  :)(l  /i.ill  I P » {  Ml'  ii.  Mt'l  idhtJlod  Mill  llid  7  HUf'lol  1 

10  Park  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “park”)  in  the  State 

11  imixi /o*hr  io. Mo  .  in,  oiiibni  Ixifliv,’ to/  .uohiaioh  /d  vi:<" 
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of  California.  The  boundaries  of  the  park  shall  be  as  gen¬ 
erally  depicted  on  the  drawing  numbered  NP-KED-7112, 
and  dated  October  1967,  which  shall  be  on  file  and  available 
for  public  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park 
Service,  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  Secretary  may 
revise  the  boundaries  of  the  park  from  time  to  time  by  pub¬ 
lication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  a  revised  drawing  or  other 
boundary  description,  but  the  total  acreage  within  the  park 
shall  not  he  increased  to  more  than  sixtv-four  thousand  acres, 
exclusive  of  submerged  lands. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  acquire  lands  or  interests 
therein  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  and  not  more  than 
ten  acres  of  land  outside  of  the  park  boundaries  in  the  vicin¬ 
ity  of  Crescent  City,  California,  and  Orick,  California,  for 
two  administrative  sites  of  not  more  than  five  acres  each, 

•  \  )  il  .V 

by  donation,  purchase  with  donated  or  appropriated  funds, 
or  exchange.  When  an  individual  tract  of  land  is  only  partly 
within  such  boundaries,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  all  or  any 
portion  of  the  land  outside  of  such  boundaries  in  order  to 
minimize  the  payment  of  severance  costs.  Land  so  acquired 
outside  of  the  park  boundaries  may  be  exchanged  by  the  Sec- 

I  •  )  /  -L  f  |  <  .1  ■  • 

retary  for  non-Federal  lands  within  the  park  boundaries. 
Any  land  or  interests  therein  owned  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  may  he  acquired 
only  by  donation.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
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law,  any  Federal  property  located  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  park  may,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  agency  having 
custody  thereof,  be  transferred  without  consideration  to  the 
administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes 
of  the  park.  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  contracts  requir¬ 
ing  the  expenditure,  when  appropriated,  of  funds  authorized 
b}-  section  6  of  this  Act,  but  the  liability  of  the  United  States 
under  any  such  contract  shall  be  contingent  on  the  appropri¬ 
ation  of  funds  sufficient  to  fulfill  the  obligations  thereby 
incurred. 

(b)  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  property  by 
exchange,  the  Secretary  may  accept  title  to  any  non-Federal 
property  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park,  and  outside  of 
such  boundaries  within  the  limits  prescribed  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  such  property  from  the 
grantor  by  exchange  for  any  federally  owned  property  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  which  he  classifies  as  suitable  for  exchange  or  other 
disposal,  or  any  federally  owned  property  he  may  designate 
within  the  Northern  Bedwood  Purchase  Unit  in  Del  Norte 
Coimty,  California.  The  values  of  the  properties  so  exchanged 
either  shall  be  approximately  equal,  or  if  they  are  not  ap¬ 
proximately  equal  the  value  shall  be  equalized  by  the 
payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  to  the  Secretary  as  the 
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1  circumstances  require.  Through  the  exercise  of  his  exchange 

2  authority,  the  Secretary  shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  miili- 

3  mize  economic  dislocation  and  the  disruption  of  the  grantor’s 

4  commercial  operations. 

0  (c)  The  owner  of  land  acquired  with  monetary  con- 

16  sideration  and  the  Secretary  may  agree  that  the  purchase 
7  price  will  be  paid  in  periodic  installments  over  a  period 
3  that  does  not  exceed  tea  years,  with  interest  on  unpaid 
3  balances  at  a  rate  not  in  excess  of  the  current  average  market 

30  yield  on  outstanding;  marketable  obligations  of  the  United 

31  States  with  remaining  periods  to  maturity  comparable  to  the 

32  average  maturities  on  the  installments. 

33  SEC.  4.  (a)  Any  owner  or  owners  (hereinafter  in  this 

14  section  referred  to  as  ‘‘Owner’’)  of  improved  property  on  the 

15  date  of  its  acquisition  by  the  Secretary  may,  as  a  condition 

16  of  such  acquisition,  retain  for  themselves  and  their  successors 

17  or  assigns  a  right  of  use  and  occupancy  of  the  improved 

18  property  for  noncommercial  residential  purposes  for  a  def- 

19  inite  term  not  to  exceed  twenty-five  years,  or,  in  lieu  thereof; 

20  lor  a  term  eliding  at  the  death  of  the  owner,  or  the  death 

21  of  his  spouse,  whichever  is  the  later.  The  owner  shall  elect 

22  the  term  to  lie  reserved.  The  Secretary  shall  pa}'-  to  the 

23  owner  the  fair  market  ivalue  of  the  property  on  the  date  of 

24  such  acquisition  less  the  fair  market  value  on  such  date  of 

25  the  right  retained  by  the  owner. 
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(b)  A  right  of  use  and  occupancy  retained  pursuant  to 
this  section  shall  be  subject  to  termination  by  the  Secretary 
upon  his  determination  that  such  use  and  occupancy  is  being 
exercised  in  a  manner  not  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  and,  upon  tender  to  the  holder  of  the  right  an 
amount  equal  to  the  fair  market  value  of  that  portion  of  the 
right  which  remains  unexpired,  such  right  of  use  and  oc¬ 
cupancy  shall  terminate  hy  operation  of  law. 

(c)  The  term  “improved  property”,  as  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion,  shall  mean  a  detached,  noncommercial  residential  dwell¬ 
ing,  the  construction  of  which  was  begun  before  October  9, 
1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the  land  on  which  the  dwell¬ 
ing  is  situated,  the  said  land  being  in  the  same  ownership  as 
the  dwelling,  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate  to  be  reason¬ 
ably  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  dwelling  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  noncommercial  residential  use,  together  with  any 
structures  accessory  to  the  dwelling  which  are  situated  on  the 
land  so  designated. 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  park  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  1916 
(39  Stat.  535;  16  U.S.C.  1-4),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented. 

Sec.  6.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$100,000,000  for  land  acquisition  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  Redwood  Park  bill, 
and  discussed  bill  to  encourage  commercial  use  of  butter. 


Jen.  Mondale  introduced 


1.  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  S.  2515,  to 
establish  the  Redwood  National  Park  (S.  Rept.  641).  p.  S14717 _ 

Passed  as  reported  S.  2121,  to  ^continue  from  Oct.  23,  1467 ,  to  June 


The  act  which  permits  certain  individuals  to  seek  relief  in  connection 
mining  claims,  pp.  S14705-6 

PERSONNEL.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2303,  to  provide  for  standard  rules  and  proc 
dures  for  wage-board  salary  determinations,  to  permit  employees  or  their 
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representatives  to  participate  in  surveying  prevailing  rates,  and  to  recognj/ze 
special  skills  and  unusual  job  requirements  in  setting  rates,  pp.  S14701-J 


3.  GARDEN  WEEK.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  85,  requesting  the  President 
to\issue  annually  a  proclamation  of  Apring  Garden  Planting  Week.  p.  S^4710 


4.  PUBLICATIONS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2216,  to  establish  a  commissions to  study 
and  compile  data  on  reproduction  and  use  of  copyrighted  works  ( l)/in  automatic 
systems  of  storing,  processing,  retrieving,  and  transferring  information  and 
(2)  by  various  forms  of  machine  reproduction,  pp.  S14716-7 


5.  PLANNING-PROGRAMING-BUDGETING.  Sen.  Proxmire  recommended  th/t  Congress,  as  well 
as  the  Executive  Branch,  use  the  techniques  of  the  PPB  system,  pp.  S14728-9 


6.  SOCIAL  DEVELOPMENT Sen.  Mondale  inserted  and  commende^F an  article,  "Thinking 
About  Future  SocialNDevelopment ."  pp.  S 14740-2 


7.  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT.  The  Government  Operations  Co|(6nittee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)\s.  J.  Res.  64,  amended, Ao  establish  a  Commission  on 
Balanced  Economic  Development,  p.  D912  /  ( 


8.  PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
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actually  report)  S.  878,  amended,  to  amend/the  Federal  Property  and  Administra¬ 
tive  Services  Act  so  as  to  permf^  furthep/Federal  use  and  donation  of  exchange 
sale  property,  p.  D912 


9.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Oct.  16.  p.  S])*775 


IOUSE 


10,  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the  c/nference  report  of  H.  R.  11456,  the  Department 
of  Transportation  appropriation  bill,  which \ncludes  funds  for  forest  highways 
(H.  Rept.  768).  pp.  H1332y6  \ 

Rep.  Mahon  discussed  the  status  of  the  appro^f iations  bills  and  received 
unanimous  consent  to  brl/g  to  the  House  another  Continuing  resolution  on  Wed. , 
Oct.  18.  pp.  H13327-3C7  X 


11.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Rep.  OMSeal,  Ga. ,  commended  C6MS  for  taking  disciplinary  action 
to  curtail  abuses  xinder  the  food  stamp  program,  p.  H1J330 


12.  CROP  INSURANCE.  /Rep.  Evans,  Cclo. ,  praised  the  FCIC  for  "es«>anding,  revising, 
and  modernizing  its  program  proportionate  to  the  farmers'  growing  need  for  the 
vital  protection  it  supplies."  p.  H13330 


13.  ANIMAL  CAM.  Rep.  Rogers,  Fla.,  spoke  in  favor  of  his  bill  H.  R.\13168,  to  pro¬ 
vide  assistance  for  the  improvement  of  laboratory  animal  research \£aci lit ies 
and  to/establish  standards  for  the  humane  care,  treatment,  and  handling  of 
laboratory  animals  used  in  research,  and  inserted  an  analysis  of  thi\proposed 
legislation,  pp.  H13331-3 


14. 


PAL AC HI A.  Rep.  Schwengel  stated  that  "mere  governmental  action--even  cohjbined 
Federal,  State,  and  local  action — would  be  insufficient  and  inadequate  to  meet 
the  demands  of  Appalachia  and  its  people,"  and  inserted  an  article,  "The  JeH 
Hasn't  Helped  Appalachia."  pp.  H13339-42 
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90th  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

(  Report 

1st  Session  j 

(  No.  641 

AUTHORIZING  THE  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  THE  REDWOOD 
NATIONAL  PARK  IN  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA,  AND 
FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES 


October  12,  1967.— Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Kuchel,  from  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2515] 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  to  which  was 
referred  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the 
Redwood  National  Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably  thereon 
without  amendment  and  recommends  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATION 

After  extensive  hearings,  both  in  the  field  and  in  Washington,  and 
after  careful  consideration  of  all  of  the  issues  and  proposals  raised, 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  recommends 
that  S.  2515  be  passed  by  the  Senate. 

BACKGROUND  OF  REDWOOD  PRESERVATION 

The  first  successful  effort  to  preserve  redwoods  came  in  1902  with 
establishment  of  Big  Basin  Redwoods  State  Park  in  California.  This 
reserve  contained  some  of  the  largest  remaining  redwoods  in  the 
southern  redwood  belt  near  Santa  Cruz.  Muir  Woods,  just  north  of 
San  Francisco,  followed  in  1908.  This  was  the  gift  of  William  Kent  to 
the  Federal  Government. 

The  founding  of  the  Save-the-Redwoods  League  in  1918  began  a 
half  century  of  sustained  effort  which  the  committee  hopes  will  cul¬ 
minate  with  the  creation  of  a  Redwood  National  Park. 

WTith  this  beginning  other  groups  were  inspired  to  save  redwoods. 
Both  Humboldt  and  Del  Norte  Counties  appropriated  money  for  this 
purpose,  and  four  lumber  companies  gave  land. 
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The  California  State  Park  Act  of  1927  provided  an  agency  to  look 
after  the  redwoods  that  were  preserved,  and  the  passage  of  the  Park 
Bond  Act  at  the  same  time  made  matching  funds  available  to  acquire 
lands  for  State  parks. 

With  the  stimulus  provided  by  State  matching  funds,  the  core  of  the 
Del  Norte  coast  project  was  completed  by  the  league  in  1930.  The  first 
grove  for  this  park  had  been  purchased  in  1924  and  afforded  striking 
views  of  the  Pacific  along  this  rugged  coast. 

In  1931  a  total  of  19,562  acres  was  set  aside,  mainly  through  contri¬ 
butions  to  the  league  by  John  D.  Rockefeller,  Jr.,  the  California 
Federation  of  Women’s  Clubs,  and  the  Garden  Club  of  America  which 
matched  funds  from  the  State  Bond  Act  of  1927.  Rockefeller  Forest, 
located  along  Bull  Creek  Flat  was  acquired  and  added  to  the  Humboldt 
Redwoods  State  Park  at  this  time,  one  of  the  most  magnificent  timber 
stands  in  the  world. 

Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park,  another  major  project  of  the 
league  and  the  State,  had  expanded  by  the  early  thirties  to  some 
5,930  acres  along  existing  Highway  No.  101.  Options  were  held  on 
additional  land  there  which  would  almost  double  the  size  of  redwood 
holdings  in  this  region  near  Orick,  Calif.  Prairie  Creek  contained 
magnificent  stands  of  timber  with  almost  tropical  luxuriance  of 
undergrowth.  Its  setting  next  to  the  ocean  included  a  wonderful 
stretch  of  wild  bluff  and  beach.  With  the  inclusion  of  Boyes  Prairie 
it  also  presented  a  fine  display  of  the  Roosevelt  elk  as  the  remnant 
herds  came  back  under  State  protection. 

With  the  purchase  of  6,772  acres  of  the  Mill  Creek  redwoods  in 
1939,  half  of  the  money  being  donated  by  the  league,  Mill  Creek 
Redwoods  State  Park  was  established.  The  first  grove  of  redwoods 
acquired  here  was  the  Stout  grove  in  1929.  This  park,  later  to  be  called 
Jedediah  Smith,  combined  a  dense  outstanding  forest  of  redwoods 
intermingled  with  other  splendid  trees  and  with  scenic  and  recreational 
features  along  the  beautiful  Smith  River. 

As  the  preservation  movement  continued,  the  counties  acquired 
redwood  groves  to  be  later  incorporated  in  the  State  park  system 
and  the  State  did  likewise,  establishing  such  smaller  units  as  Pfeiffer- 
Big  Sur  in  1933,  Armstrong  Redwoods  in  1934,  Grizzly  Creek 
Redwoods  in  1943,  and  Montgomery  Woods  in  1947. 

In  its  earliest  years,  one  of  the  major  objectives  of  the  Save-the- 
Redwoods  League  was  establishment  of  a  redwood  national  park. 
During  the  1920’s  and  1930’s  various  studies  were  made  by  the 
Federal  Government.  While  some  of  these  recommended  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  redwood  national  park,  the  necessary  legislative  action  did 
not  materialize. 

The  Douglas  bill  of  1946  proposed  the  establishment  of  a  memorial 
national  forest  of  2.5  million  acres  with  about  180,000  acres  in  the 
redwood  belt  to  be  preserved  according  to  park  principles.  Although 
this  bill  was  introduced  several  times  in  Congress,  it  never  passed. 

After  the  disastrous  Bull  Creek  flood  of  1955,  the  Save-the-Red- 
woods  League  took  the  lead,  and  by  1963  some  13,558  acres  (almost 
entirely  cut-over  lands)  in  the  upper  Bull  Creek  watershed  had  been 
added  to  Humboldt  Redwoods  State  Park. 

Working  under  a  grant  from  the  National  Geographic  Society,  the 
National  Park  Service  made  a  survey  of  the  redwood  region  in  1963 
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and  1964.  The  chief  findings  of  the  Park  Service  were  that  only  15 
percent  of  the  original  old  growth  remained  and  that  only  percent 
was  protected  in  State  parks.  The  most  dramatic  discovery  was  the 
tallest  known  tree,  367  feet  in  height,  on  private  land  along  Redwood 
Creek.  The  Park  Service  outlined  Federal  park  acquisitions  which 
might  be  made  in  both  the  Redwood  Creek  and  the  Mill  Creek  areas 
under  three  alternate  plans.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  proposed 
a  specific  plan  for  a  redwood  national  park  in  a  report  sent  to  Con¬ 
gress  in  February  1966. 

While  national  park  legislation  has  been  under  recent  consideration, 
the  acquisition  work  of  the  Save-the-Redwoods  League  has  continued. 
By  matching  grants  from  various  foundations  and  other  donors,  the 
league  has  acquired  the  Pepperwood  area  along  the  Eel  River,  the 
Gold  Bluffs  Beach  adjacent  to  Prairie  Creek  State  Park,  and  the 
Simpson  Grove  along  the  Smith  River. 

HISTORY  OF  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK  LEGISLATION 

On  February  23,  1966,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  transmitted 
to  Congress  the  administration’s  recommendation  for  a  39,264-acre 
redwood  national  park,  comprising  the  entire  Mill  Creek  watershed 
in  Del  Norte  County,  Calif.,  plus  a  1,600-acre  tall  trees  unit  on 
Redwood  Creek  in  Humboldt  County,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60 
million.  The  administration  bill  was  introduced  by  Senator  Kuchel 
as  S.  2962  of  the  89th  Congress. 

Amendment  487  to  S.  2962  was  introduced  by  Senator  Metcalf  to 
authorize  a  90,000-acre  redwood  national  park  in  the  Redwood  Creek 
drainage  in  Humboldt  County,  Calif.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $200 
million. 

The  Parks  and  Recreation  Subcommittee  held  hearings  on  the 
Redwood  National  Park  on  June  16  and  17,  1966,  in  Crescent  City, 
Calif.,  and  on  August  17,  1966,  in  Washington,  D.C. 

On  March  11,  1967,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  transmitted  to 
Congress  the  administration’s  90th  Congress  proposal  for  a  redwood 
national  park.  This  proposal  was  essentially  the  same  as  S.  2962  of  the 
89th  Congress.  It  was  introduced  by  Senator  Kuchel  as  S.  1370  of  the 
90th  Congress.  Senator  Metcalf  had  previously  reintroduced  his 
90,000-acre  proposal  as  S.  514  of  the  90th  Congress. 

|  By  request,  Senators  Murphy  and  Fannin  introduced  S.  1526,  which 
'included  a  redwood  national  park  and  seashore,  the  King  Range 
National  Recreation  Area,  and  further  funding  for  the  Point  Reyes 
National  Seashore. 

Additional  hearings  were  held  by  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Sub¬ 
committee  on  April  17,  18,  and  19,  1967. 

The  Parks  and  Recreation  Subcommittee  met  in  executive  session 
on  August  9,  1967.  Senators  Kuchel  and  Jackson  offered  an  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  S.  1370  which  was  accepted  by  the 
subcommittee. 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  met  in  executive 
session  on  August  10,  1967,  and  ordered  reported  S.  2515,  a  clean  bill, 
introduced  by  Senator  Jackson  for  himself,  Senator  Kuchel,  and 
Senator  Bible.  S.  2515  is  substantially  identical  to  the  substitute 
amendment  approved  by  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Subcommittee. 


4  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  THE  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK,  CALIF. 


PHYSICAL  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PARK 


S.  2515  authorizes  a  two-unit,  66,384-acre  redwood  national  park. 
The  north  unit  is  located  in  Del  Norte  County  and  consists  of  25,970 
acres,  plus  2,570  acres  of  submerged  land.  The  estimated  cost  of  the 
north  unit  is  $23,640,000.  The  south  unit  is  in  Humboldt  County  and 
consists  of  35,6S4  acres,  plus  2,160  acres  of  submerged  land.  The 
estimated  cost  of  the  south  unit  is  $76,170,000. 

The  north  unit  consists  of  Jedediah  Smith  Redwood  State  Park, 
Del  Norte  Coast  Redwood  State  Park,  land  along  the  Smith  River 
north  of  the  Jedediah  Smith  Park  suitable  for  development  for  camping 
and  intensive  use,  a  coastal  strip  extending  from  Del  Norte  Coast 
Redwood  Park  southward  to  the  mouth  of  the  Klamath  River,  a  wide 
corridor  between  the  two  State  parks,  a  large  and  superlative  area  of 
old  growth  redwoods  in  the  Mill  Creek  Basin  south  of  the  Jedediah 
Smith  Park,  and  an  area  on  Bald  Hill  at  the  eastern  extremity  of  the 
Mill  Creek  Basin  suitable  for  camping  and  intensive  use.  A  tabulation 
of  areas  and  classes  of  ownership  within  the  north  unit  follows: 


NORTH  UNIT 


_ c 

Acreage 


Area: 

Jed  Smith  and  Del  Norte  Coast  State  Parks. 
Save-the-redwoods  addition  to  Jed  Smith.. 

Mill  Creek,  Inc.,  adjacent  coast _ .... 

Bald  Hills  area . . . . . 

Smith  River  and  Hiouchi  areas _ 

Coastal  area  north  of  Klamath  River _ 

Total.. . . 

Submerged  lands . . . 

Grand  total . . 

Ownership: 

State  parks.. . . . . . . 

Federal . . . . . 

Miller-Rellim . . . . . 

Simpson.. . 

Other.. . i..." . . 

Total. . '...: . 


Old  growth 

Total 

10, 560 

14, 820 

815 

815 

1,813 

5,881 

389 

2,  066 

0 

1,328 

0 

1,060 

13, 577 

25.970 

0 

2,570 

13, 577 

28,  540 

10,  560 

14.820 

25 

475 

2,162 

5,700 

815 

845 

15 

4,130 

13,577  25,970 


The  south  unit  consists  of  a  coastal  strip  from  the  vicinity  of  the^ 
mouth  of  the  Klamath  River  south  to  Prairie  Creek  State  Park,% 
Praiiie  Creek  State  Park,  that  portion  of  the  Prairie  Creek  watershed 
lying  south  of  Prairie  Creek  State  Park  and  west  of  U.S.  Highway 
No.  101,  the  entire  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek  drainage,  a  major  portion 
of  the  Lost  Man  Creek  drainage,  the  entire  Little  Lost  Man  Creek 
drainage,  approximately  3  miles  of  the  lower  Redwood  Creek  drainage,  , 
and  a  narrow  corridor  south  along  Redwood  Creek  to  include  alluvial 
flats  containing  extraordinary  examples  of  the  tallest  redwoods.  A 
tabulation  of  the  areas  and  classes  of  ownership  within  the  south  unit 
follows: 
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SOUTH  UNIT 


Area : 

1.  Prairie  Creek  State  Park _ 

2.  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek . 

3.  Lands  south  or  Prairie  Creek... 

4.  Lost  Man  Creek . 

5.  Little  Lost  Man  Creek . . 

6.  Redwood  Creek  (lower  portion) 

7.  Tall  trees  and  corridor.. . . 

8.  Coastal  area  south  of  Klamath.. 

Total . . . 

Submerged  lands . 

Total _ . 

Ownership: 

State  parks . . . . 

Federal.. . . j _ 

Areata _ _ _ _ _ 

Georgia-Pacific. _ _ 

Simpson . . 

Other. . . 

Total . . . 


Acreages 


Old  growth 

Total 

9, 740 

13,210 

1,440 

2,  820 

20 

3,383 

1,832 

5,610 

2,560 

3, 158 

3,410 

4,318 

601 

1,719 

150 

1,466 

19, 753 

35, 634 

2,160 

19,  753 

37, 844 

9,740 

13,210 

100 

160 

7,890 

12,  503 

1,713 

3, 055 

40 

5,  571 

270 

1,180 

19,753  35,684 


COMMITTEE  ACTION 

The  public  enthusiasm  for  creation  of  a  redwood  national  park  lias 
been  marred  by  a  regrettable  rift  between  conservation-minded 
citizens.  Recognizing  that  the  goal  of  saving  all  of  the  park  caliber 
redwood  lands  in  a  national  park  is  unattainable,  each  group  has 
vigorously  advocated  its  own  favorite  areas  for  preservation  to  the 
exclusion  of  others. 

The  committee,  after  considering  all  of  the  many  proposals,  accepted 
S.  2515  introduced  by  Senators  Jackson,  Kuchel,  and  Bible.  In  the 
judgment  of  the  committee,  S.  2512  is  superior  to  S.  1370  as  intro¬ 
duced.  It  saves  more  of  the  remaining  unprotected  superlative  stands 
of  virgin  redwoods.  It  spreads  the  impact  of  land  acquisition  over  four 
companies,  rather  than  concentrating  on  only  one  company’s  holdings. 
If  enacted,  as  introduced,  S.  1370  probably  would  have  forced  the 
largest  employer  in  Del  Norte  County  out  of  business.  The  committee 
believes  that  no  company  which  has  a  genuine  interest  in  staying  in 
the  redwood  timber  business  will  be  obliged  to  cease  operations  as  a 
result  of  the  enactment  of  S.  2515. 

The  committee  be  ieves  that  any  initial  adverse  impact  of  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  park  on  the  local  economy  will  be  temporary.  S.  2515  will 
shift  the  bulk  of  the  land  acquisition  to  Humboldt  County,  which  has 
a  much  sounder  tax  base  than  Del  Norte  County.  Seventy-one  percent 
of  the  land  in  Del  Norte  County  is  already  owned  by  the  State  or 
Federal  Government.  The  bulk  of  the  land  acquisition  program 
authorized  by  S.  2515  is  n  Humboldt  County  where  on  y  21  percent 
of  the  land  is  owned  by  the  State  and  Federal  Governments. 

The  park  suggested  by  Senators  Jackson,  Ivuchel,  and  Bible  and 
approved  by  the  committee  will  have  a  broad  appeal  to  conservation¬ 
ists.  It  will  contain  the  magnificent  groves  of  giants  in  the  Jedediah 
Smith  State  Park.  It  will  fill  out  the  perimeter  of  the  Jedediah  Smith 
Park  with  thousands  of  acres  of  old  growth  redwood  stands  long 
sought  by  the  Save-the-Redwoods  League,  and  with  open  areas 
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suitable  for  development  to  handle  the  campers  and  vacationers  who  , 
will  inevitably  be  drawn  to  a  redwood  national  park.  It  will  contain  j 
Prairie  Creek  State  Park,  with  its  broad  fine  beaches,  Fern  Canyon,  i 
and  Roosevelt  elk.  It  will  include  several  tributary  drainages  of  I 
Redwood  Creek:  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek,  Lost  Man  Creek,  and  Little  ' 
Lost  Man  Creek.  The  acquisition  of  the  lower  Redwood  Creek  drainage  i 
and  a  scenic  corridor  down  the  creek  will  allow  outdoorsmen  to  enjoy  j 
hiking  or  floating  along  more  than  8  miles  of  the  length  of  Redwood 
Creek. 

In  authorizing  the  acquisition  of  a  corridor  southward  along  Red¬ 
wood  Creek  to  the  tall  trees  unit  and  beyond,  the  committee  intends  j 
to  preserve  the  scenic  and  natural  values  now  found  along  the  miles 
of  creek  bank  lined  with  virgin  redwoods.  The  committee  wishes  to 
make  clear  its  intention  that  no  improved  all-weather  road  should  be 
built  in  the  corridor  and  that  no  all-weather  or  permanent  bridge 
spanning  Redwood  Creek  should  be  built  any  further  than  2  miles  from 
the  confluence  of  Redwood  Creek  and  Prairie  Creek.  The  purpose  of 
the  committee  in  including  the  lower  Redwood  Creek  watershed  and 
the  Redwood  Creek  corridor  would  be  frustrated  by  overdevelopment  a 
or  intensive  use. 

Early  this  year  the  Governor  of  California  asked  the  committee  ' 
to  postpone  action  on  this  legislation  pending  formulation  of  the 
position  of  the  State  of  California.  When  the  committee  held  hearings  I 
on  April  17,  1967,  the  Governor’s  representative  presented  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  State.  Subsequently,  the  California  and  Federal  adminis-  ] 
trations  engaged  in  extended  negotiations  over  the  terms  on  which  I 
a  park,  having  the  support  of  both  administrations,  might  be  created. 
The  positions  of  the  two  administrations  are  stated  in  a  June  22,  1967, 
letter  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  Chairman  Jackson,  and  a  June 
28,  1967,  letter  of  Governor  Reagan  to  Chairman  Jackson.  The  texts  j 
of  these  letters  follow  in  full: 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  22,  1967 . 

Hon.  Henrt  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  At  the  hearings  held  by  the  Senate  Com-J 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  on  the  Redwood  Nationals 
Park  proposal  on  April  17  and  18,  Secretary  Udall  referred  in  his  I 
testimony  to  discussions  then  underway  between  Federal  and  State  I 
officials. 

Mr.  Philip  M.  Battaglia,  executive  secretary  to  Governor  Reagan,  I 
in  his  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  Governor  similarly  referred  to  these  I 
discussions. 

There  have  been  fruitful  and  continuing  negotiations  in  recent  ’ 
weeks  between  Governor  Reagan,  Mr.  Battaglia,  and  his  associates  ] 
and  various  Federal  officials  representing  the  Departments  of  the 
Interior,  Agriculture,  Defense,  and  the  Executive  Office  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  Mr.  Laurance  Rockefeller  has  participated  in  most  of  these 
discussions  at  the  request  of  the  President. 

While  some  differences  of  view  remain,  I  believe  it  may  be  helpful 
to  the  committee  now  to  be  advised  as  to  the  talks  that  have  taken 
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place  and  the  views  of  the  administration  on  a  number  of  matters 
discussed.  I  believe  that  we  are  in  agreement  with  the  State  in  princi¬ 
ple  on  all  but  one  major  detail.  It  is  my  understanding  that  you  will 
hear  directly  from  the  State  with  regard  to  its  views. 

The  administration’s  Redwood  National  Park  bill  sent  to  the 
Congress  on  March  11  and  introduced  by  Senator  Ivuchel  for  himself 
and  others  as  S.  1370  would  result,  in  our  opinion,  in  substantial 
longrun  benefits  not  only  to  the  Nation  and  to  the  State  of  California 
but  also  to  Del  Norte  'County  in  which  the  park  would  be  located. 
Among  the  benefits  inherent  in  the  administration’s  proposal  are — - 

(1)  A  planned  expenditure  of  $18.3  million  for  park  develop¬ 
ment  costs  in  the  next  5  years,  of  which  $16.6  million  would  be  in 
Del  Norte  County. 

(2)  Estimated  operating  cost  of  $3.7  million  in  the  first  5  years. 
This  amount  would  start  at  about  $525,000  in  the  first  year, 
and  gradually  rise  to  $835,000  by  the  fifth  year. 

(3)  New  jobs  created  in  developing  and  operating  the  park, 
ranging  from  250  jobs  in  the  first  year  to  390  jobs  in  the  fifth 
year,  plus  a  net  increase  in  service,  trade,  and  tourism  jobs  of  about 
200  by  the  fifth  year. 

(4)  The  national  park  probably  would  bring  950,000  additional 
visitors  annually  to  Del  Norte  County  by  the  fifth  year  and  these 
visitors  would  spend  some  $38  million  in  the  county. 

(5)  Special  provisions  in  the  administration’s  bill  for  economic 
adjustment  payments  (sec.  5),  if  related  to  the  estimated  purchase 
price  of  the  Rellim  and  other  private  property  of  $56  million, 
would  bring  about  $342,000  annually  to  the  county  treasury  for 
each  of  the  first  5  years.  This  is  about  $90,000  per  year  more  than 
is  currently  paid  by  the  present  landowners  in  property  taxes. 

Although  there  has  been  some  fluctuation,  the  Rellim  Redwood  Co. 
in  recent  years  has  employed  about  250  persons.  If  the  company  were 
to  close  down,  these  persons  would  need  to  seek  other  positions.  But 
it  is  believed  that  the  new  jobs  created,  plus  Federal  expenditures  in 
the  county,  would  more  than  offset  any  loss  in  jobs  by  that  company. 
It  is  true  there  would  be  some  dislocation  of  individuals  but  the  county 
would  be  converted  from  primarily  a  single  industry  economy  based  on 
timber  to  a  dual  economy  of  timber  and  tourism. 

Discussions  between  State  and  Federal  officials  have  considered  the 
eight  principles  set  forth  in  Mr.  Battaglia’s  testimony.  We  have  also 
considered  the  Governor’s  letter  of  May  3  to  Congressman  Aspinall. 

There  is  at  this  time  a  mutual  desire  by  both  Federal  and  State 
officials  to  initiate  a  series  of  conservation  transactions  between  State 
and  Federal  Governments  that  will  improve  the  park  and  recreation 
programs  in  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  Californians  and  the  visiting 
public  from  out  of  State. 

In  brief,  we  are  desirous  of  developing,  in  cooperation  with  the 
State — - 

(1)  A  balanced  State-Federal  recreation  and  conservation 
program,  and 

(2)  Reasonable  steps  to  alleviate  fears  and  provide  as  smooth  a 
transition  as  possible  in  the  local  area  where  the  park  would  be 
established. 

At  the  same  time  we  are  cognizant  that  no  measures  should  be  taken 
that  would  establish  undesirable  precedents  with  respect  to  creation  of 
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Federal  park  and  recreation  areas  in  other  States.  We  believe  that  the 
State  recognizes  not  only  the  national  need  for  a  redwood  national  park 
bnt  also  that  the  park  will  bring  substantial  benefits  to  the  State  as  a  j 
whole  and  to  the  north  coast  of  California. 

Within  this  framework,  discussions  have  centered  on  (a)  measures  I 
immediately  associated  with  the  Redwood  National  Park;  and  ( b ) 
other  conservation-recreation  actions  which  would  advance  an  overall 
program  in  California. 

Following  is  the  administration  position  on  a  number  of  items  over 
and  above  the  provisions  of  S.  1370.  The  administration  is  prepared  to  j 
implement  these  positions  immediately  unless  otherwise  indicated,  or 
unless  subject  to  authorization  or  funding  by  the  Congress.  In  the 
latter  instance  authorization,  where  needed,  could  be  included  in 
amendments  to  S.  1370.  Where  funding  only  is  involved,  request  for 
funds  will  be  submitted. 

REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

1.  Redwood  Parkway. — A  major  park  development  road  of  some 
25  to  30  miles  would  be  constructed  extending  through  Jedediah 
Smith  State  Park  south  through  the  national  park  to  the  Klamath 
River  and  continuing  south  through  Prairie  Creek  State  Park  and 
joining  U.S.  Highway  101  slightly  north  of  Orick.  This  would  be  a 
high-grade,  two-way  park  road  generally  comparable  to  Blue  Ridge 
Parkway  standards.  This  road  would  include  access  connections  and 
interchanges  with  U.S.  Highway  101  and  would  cost  an  estimated 
$6  million  for  construction  and  $1  million  for  addition  of  the  coastal 
strip  of  land  between  the  Klamath  River  to  the  north  boundary  of 
the  Prairie  Creek  Park. 

Construction  would  start  immediately  upon  authorization  and 
would  be  planned  for  completion  in  5  years.  This  would  be  100  percent 
Federal  financing.  The  road  would  be  constructed  mainly  in  Del 
Norte  County.  It  would  benefit  the  county  from  the  additional 
Federal  funds  that  would  be  spent  in  the  county,  the  employment 
that  would  be  generated  thereby,  and  the  increased  tourism  attraction 
and  accessibility  of  the  park. 

2.  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  Timber. — The  Forest  Service  has 
reexamined  the  potential  timber  available  from  the  Six  Rivers  National 
Forest.  Some  91,000  acres  of  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  north  , 
of  the  Klamath  River  in  Del  Norte  County  have  been  held  in  “de-  ' 
ferred”  status  because  of  the  scattered  nature  of  the  timber  stands  and 
the  special  measures  needed  to  protect  soil  and  water. 

However,  with  a  capital  investment  of  $11  million  for  new  road 
construction  and  reconstruction,  the  Forest  Service  could  make 
available  an  increased  allowable  cut  of  37  million  board  feet  annually. 
With  reasonable  assurance  that  the  road  program  could  be  completed, 
the  allowable  cut  could  be  increased  23  million  feet  immediately. 
An  additional  14  million  board  feet  per  year  would  come  from  more 
intensive  timber  management  such  as  commercial  thinnings  and 
salvage.  This  additional  allowable  cut  would  be  fed  into  the  sales 
program  progressively  over  a  5-year  period  as  the  road  system  is 
extended.  Because  all  this  timber  lies  north  of  the  Klamath  River 
and  because  of  the  road  pattern,  timber  operators  in  Del  Norte 
County  would  be  in  a  favored  position  to  bid  on  it 
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The  increased  allowable  cut.  of  37  million  feet  is  greater  by  about 
5  million  feet  per  year  than  is  the  present  cut  of  the  Rellim  Redwood 
Co.  Thus,  the  Forest  Service,  by  utilizing  presently  unscheduled 
timber  from  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest,  could  more  than  offset 
the  reduction  in  timber  products  output  from  the  Miller  lands  that 
would  be  acquired  for  a  national  park. 

In  addition  to  the  timber  that  would  be  supplied  from  this  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  and  the  employment  generated 
therefrom,  Del  Norte  County  would  receive  an  estimated  additional 
$50,000  of  funds  annually  in  lieu  of  taxes  based  on  the  25-percent 
national  forest  receipts  formula. 

3.  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  recreation  developments. — The  recrea¬ 
tional  potential  of  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  has  been  largely 
undeveloped.  If  the  national  park  were  established,  there  is  a  recog¬ 
nized  need  to  accelerate  development  of  recreational  facilities  on  the 
Six  Rivers  National  Forest  to  complement  the  national  park. 

An  accelerated  5-year  program  of  national  forest  recreation  develop¬ 
ments  involving  campgrounds,  picnic  sites,  organization  sites,  swim¬ 
ming,  boating,  public  service  sites,  and  observation  sites  is  proposed 
that  would  total  about  $3  million.  This  would  give  the  national  forest 
the  capacity  to  accommodate  30,000  to  35,000  visitors  at  one  time 
and  an  estimated  1.7  million  visitor-days  annually  of  recreation  use. 
About  one-half  of  this  proposed  expenditure  would  be  for  facilities 
in  Del  Norte  County. 

4.  Northern  redwood  purchase  unit. — This  14,000  acres  of  redwood- 
douglas-fir  timber  just  north  of  the  Klamath  River  is  currently  being 
cut  under  sustained  yield  management  at  the  rate  of  about  20  million 
board  feet  per  year.  Timber  for  this  unit  has  been  purchased  by  a 
half  dozen  or  more  mills,  most  of  which  are  in  Del  Norte  County. 
With  the  additional  timber  that  could  be  made  available  from  the 
Six  Rivers  National  Forest,  it  would  be  unnecessary  to  consider  any 
overcutting  or  transfer  of  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  in 
order  to  maintain  local  employment  in  the  timber-based  industry. 

Furthermore,  under  the  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  (Public 
Law  86-517)  and  the  legislative  history  connected  therewith,  it  is 
illegal  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  permit  overcutting  of  the 
national  forest. 

The  administration  will  not  consider  the  transfer  of  fee  title  of 
Forest  Service  land  on  a  barter  basis,  or  as  compensation  in  kind,  to 
the  Rellim  Redwood  Co.  This  would  establish  undesirable  precedents 
with  respect  to  compensation  in  kind  to  other  private  timber  owners 
throughout  the  country  if  their  land  is  purchased  or  taken  by  a 
Federal  agency  whether  for  park  or  other  recreation  areas,  reservoirs, 
roads,  or  whatever  purpose. 

Such  proposals  have  been  made  at  periodic  intervals  since  1953. 
They  have  been  voted  down  by  the  House  of  Representatives.  The 
House  Government  Operations  Committee  in  1959  in  House  Report 
293  emphatically  rejected  the  principle  stating  that  it  would  constitute 
a  “dangerous  precedent”  and  that  the  fee  transfer  of  national  forest 
timberlands  under  sustained-yield  management  to  specified  timber 
operators  would  simply  benefit  the  grantees  at  the  expense  of  other 
users. 
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If  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  were  transferred  in  fee  or  j 
the  timber  assigned  to  the  Rellim  Redwood  Co.  under  a  sustained- 
yield  cooperative  arrangement,  this  would  deprive  the  half  dozen 
smaller  mills  now  dependent  on  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit 
from  their  timber  supply.  Thus,  the  action  would  be  one  of  making  a 
single  large  company  whole  at  the  expense  of  several  smaller  com¬ 
panies  and  without  adding  significantly  to  local  employment. 

There  has  been  consistent  and  strong  opposition  to  the  principle 
involved  since  it  was  first  proposed  14  years  ago  by  the  Congress, 
the  executive  agencies,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  proposals  for 
payment  in  kind  to  achieve  Federal  conservation  projects. 

The  administration  sees  no  reason  an  exception  should  be  made  to 
principle  or  precedent  in  the  present  instance,  especially  in  view  of 
the  additional  timber  that  is  being  made  available  from  the  Six  Rivers 
National  Forest  and  the  other  benefits  that  would  accrue  to  the 
county — employment  and  dollar-wise — as  outlined  in  this  letter. 

The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  now  returns  to  Del  Norte 
County  $150,000  to  $200,000  a  year  of  revenues  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

In  summary,  considering  both  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  and 
the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit,  the  administration  is  opposed 
to  trading  national  forest  land  and  timber  to  the  Rellim  Redwood 
Co.  It  is  apparent,  furthermore,  that  the  purchase  unit  can  continue 
to  operate  as  it  has  and  that  additional  timber  can  be  made  available 
from  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  to  more  than  offset  the  reduction 
in  the  Rellim  operations. 

5.  Rellim  Redwood  Co. — Of  the  Rellim-Miller  holdings  of  about 
24,000  acres,  some  18,000  acres  would  be  purchased  for  national  park 
purposes.  This  would  leave  about  6,000  acres  of  Miller  lands  in  his 
ownership  with  an  estimated  stand  of  redwood-fir  timber  of  about 
400  million  board  feet.  This  timber  lies  both  south  and  north  of  the 
proposed  park.  Thus,  Miller,  if  he  so  desired,  could  through  his  own 
choice  minimize  any  transitional  effect  on  the  economy  of  Del  Norte 
County  by  continuing  to  operate  his  mill  on  the  400  million  feet  that 
he  would  retain.  This  would  continue  his  operations  at  their  present 
level  about  for  10  years.  Long  before  then  the  benefits  of  the  park 
would  have  stimulated  the  local  economy. 

Provision  could  be  made  to  continue  Miller’s  mill  at  his  present  site 
on  a  temporary  basis  during  the  transition  period  of  5  years.  More¬ 
over,  Miller,  if  he  wished  to  consider  continuous  long-term  operations,  j 
would  have  not  only  his  own  timber  to  draw  upon  but  would  be  in  a 
favorable  position  to  bid  on  the  additional  37  million  board  feet 
offered  annually  from  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest. 

6.  Extension  of  the  national  park  south  of  Prairie  Creek  Park. — 
Although  the  administration’s  letter  of  March  11  transmitting  the  bill 
invites  extension  of  the  national  park  toward  the  south,  if  State  or 
private  sources  donate  funds  or  lands,  the  administration  is  prepared 
to  request  that  the  Congress  not  include  this  provision. 

Furthermore,  the  administration  will  not  seek  extension  of  the  park 
area  beyond  the  limits  described  in  the  bill  itself  if  this  is  an  important 
factor  in  reaching  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  on  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  Del  Norte  and  Jedediah  Smith  State  Parks  in  the  national 
park. 

7.  Acceleration  of  U.S.  101. — The  segment  under  consideration  is 
49  miles  which  extends  from  a  point  2  miles  north  of  Orick  on  U.S.  101 
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to  a  point  on  U.S.  199,  13^2  miles  east  of  the  eastern  limits  of  Jedediah 
Smith  State  Park.  The  estimated  cost  is  $90.6  million.  The  present 
schednle  is  7  to  8  years  to  complete  the  design  and  about  2  more  years 
to  complete  the  construction,  or  a  total  elapsed  time  of  something 
less  than  10  years.  The  Department  of  Transportation  is  willing  to 
accelerate  this  schedule  by  3  years  and  to  complete  the  entire  project 
in  7  years  if  the  State  recommends  a  reallocation  of  its  Federal-aid 
highway  moneys  to  accomplish  this. 

OTHER  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  ACTIONS 

1.  Coastal  beaches. — The  administration  has  surveyed  the  coastal 
properties  of  the  Defense  Department  in  California.  Periodic  negotia¬ 
tions  have  been  underway  between  the  State  and  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  for  several  years  regarding  the  northern  1  mile  of  the  San  Onofre 
Beach  on  the  extreme  northwest  corner  of  Camp  Pendleton.  This  beach 
is  currently  needed  for  amphibian  training  purposes  in  connection  with 
the  requirements  of  Southeast  Asia.  Camp  Pendleton  has  the  only 
amphibious  training  beach  available  to  the  U.S.  Marines  anywhere  in 
the  world  where  a  force  of  two  regiments  can  train  on  a  beach  at  one 
time. 

The  Army  has  one  4-mile  beach  front  in  Fort  Ord  in  Monterey 
County  which  may  be  suitable  for  outlease  or  couse  in  whole  or  in 
part.  The  363^  miles  of  coastal  property  at  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base 
and  Pillar  Point  Air  Force  Station  in  San  Mateo  County  are  precluded 
from  civilian  recreational  use  because  of  the  extremely  sensitive  safety 
and  security  requirements. 

The  administration  recognizes  that  the  San  Onofre  Beach  is  probably 
the  finest  surfing  beach  in  California.  The  Defense  Department  is 
agreeable  to  a  commitment  to  working  out  a  lease  transfer  arrange¬ 
ment  with  the  State  of  California  for  the  1-mile  San  Onofre  Beach  and 
at  least  a  portion  of  Fort  Ord  beaches,  providing  the  arrangements 
would  include  recapture  rights  for  military  purposes  if  the  need  should 
arise. 

In  addition,  the  administration  will  explore,  if  the  State  desires  the 
availability  of  the  coastal  areas  at  Fort  Barry  and  Fort  Cronkite  on 
the  Marin  Headlands.  However,  it  should  be  made  clear  that  only  the 
coastal  strips  themselves  might  be  made  available.  The  higher  areas 
are  definitely  needed  for  defense  purposes. 

There  is  no  objection  to  the  lease  or  transfer  of  the  El  Castillo  area 
in  Monterey  County  of  about  25  acres. 

Within  the  above  specifications,  the  Defense  Department  is  willing 
to  initiate  negotiations  immediately  with  the  State  of  California  con¬ 
cerning  Fort  Ord,  Fort  Barry,  Fort  Cronkite,  and  El  Castillo.  Negotia¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  the  San  Onofre  Beach  will  be  carried  out  sometime 
prior  to  1970. 

2.  Public  domain  lands. — In  December  1966,  the  California  State 
office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Resources  Agency  of  the 
State  of  California,  and  the  regional  office  of  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor 
Recreation  completed  a  joint  report  on  “Proposed  Use  of  Certain 
Federal  Public  Domain  Lands  for  State  Park  System  Purposes  in 
California.” 

This  report  recommends  17  areas  totaling  23,000  acres  for  transfer 
to  the  State  of  California  for  park  and  recreation  "purposes.  It  recom- 
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mends  two  areas  for  further  study,  totaling  18,000  acres  and  three 
additional  areas  for  cooperative  planning  and  development.  At  the 
State  and  regional  level,  there  was  disagreement  on  two  areas  totaling 
about  164,000  acres.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  willing  to  enter 
into  detailed  negotiations  with  the  State  of  California  to  reach  a  de¬ 
cision  on  the  25  areas  totaling  approximately  270,000  acres  that  are 
identified  in  the  study  as  being  especially  suited  for  recreation  develop¬ 
ment. 

3.  King  Range  and  Muir  Woods. — The  administration's  bill,  S. 
1370,  would  authorize  the  transfer  of  31,000  acres  of  public  domain 
land  in  the  King  Range  Area  of  California  to  the  State  for  public 
park  and  recreation  purposes.  The  bill  would  also  authorize  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  Muir  Woods  National  Monument  in  Marin  County  to  the  State 
for  similar  purposes.  The  King  Range  Area  is  adjacent  to  Humboldt 
Redwood  State  Park  and  could  be  developed  in  connection  with  the 
Humboldt  Park  as  a  major  State  redwood  park,  recreation  area,  and 
seashore  complex. 

The  Muir  Woods  National  Monument  is  surrounded  on  three  sides 
by  the  Mount  Tamalpais  State  Park. 

4.  Other  Federal  lands  oj  interest  to  the  State  of  California  for  inclusion 
in  the  State  park  system. — -Governor  Reagan’s  letter  of  May  3  to  Con¬ 
gressman  Aspinall  included  an  attachment  listing  numerous  Federal 
lands  in  which  the  State  of  California  has  expressed  an  interest. 

A  number  of  these  have  already  been  discussed,  such  as  Camp 
Pendleton,  Fort  Ord,  Marin  Headlands,  El  Castillo,  and  Muir  Woods 
National  Monument. 

The  National  Park  Service  is  willing  to  consider  the  State’s  interest 
in  transfer  of  the  Devils  Postpile  National  Monument  in  Inyo  County 
to  the  State. 

All  of  the  other  lands  listed  in  the  attachment  to  Governor  Reagan’s 
letter  are  national  forest  lands.  Some  of  these  are  now  under  permit  to 
the  State  of  California  for  park  and  recreation  purposes.  Some  others 
are  close  to  existing  State  parks. 

The  Forest  Service  recognizes  that  adjustment  of  boundaries  be¬ 
tween  national  forest  and  State  lands  would,  in  some  instances,  be 
mutually  beneficial  and  it  is  willing  to  enter  into  negotiations  with  the 
State  for  such  boundary  adjustments,  which  would  be  of  mutual  bene¬ 
fit.  on  an  exchange  basis. 

The  Forest  Service  is  not  presently  authorized  to  transfer  lands  in 
fee  to  the  State  except  on  an  exchange  basis  and  in  general  it  sees  no 
purpose  to  be  served  in  establishing  new  State  park  or  recreation  ai’eas 
in  the  interior  of  existing  national  forests.  The  national  forests,  under 
the  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act,  are  administered  for  recreation 
as  well  as  other  resource  purposes  and  recreation  is  given  priority 
consideration  equal  to  that  afforded  other  resources. 

5.  Land  and  water  conservation  fund. — The  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
in  support  of  redwood  preservation  efforts  has  committed,  subject  to 
availability  of  funds,  $3J4  million  over  a  period  of  3  years  from  his 
contingency  reserve  to  be  transferred  to  the  State  on  a  50-50  matching 
basis  for  the  purchase  of  additional  redwood  State  park  lands.  These 
purchases  will  be  used  primarily  for  key  additions  to  the  Humboldt 
Redwood  State  Park  and  the  Prairie  Creek  Redwood  State  Park. 

Of  this  program,  an  initial  transfer  of  $1  million  of  Federal  funds 
was  made  last  year  for  the  purchase  from  the  Pacific  Lumber  Co.  of  a 
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strip  of  laud  bordering  the  northern  portion  of  Humboldt  State  Park 
to  extend  the  Avenue  of  the  Giants  some  5  or  6  miles. 

An  additional  purchase  application  in  the  same  general  area  for  $1 
million  is  currently  pending  before  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  fiscal  year  1967  funds  are  available  to  implement  this  application. 
Most  of  the  matching  moneys  are  being  donated  by  the  Save-the- 
Redwoods  League. 

In  addition  to  the  special  action  taken  under  the  land  and  water 
conservation  fund  program  as  described  above  to  help  round  out  the 
redwood  State  parks,  the  State  of  California  has  had  apportioned  to  it 
$8.3  million  from  the  land  and  water  conservation  fund.  This  Federal 
aid  is  available  on  a  50-50  matching  basis  to  the  State  or  through  the 
State  to  local  governments  for  acquisition  and  development  of  State 
or  local  government  recreation  areas  and  projects.  An  additional  sub¬ 
stantial  sum  will  be  made  available  to  the  State  of  California  in  fiscal 
year  1969. 

6.  Mineral  King. — It  is  in  the  interest  of  the  administration  and  the 
State  that  the  Mineral  King  area  in  the  Sequoia  National  Forest  be 
I  carefully  developed  for  year  around  use  featuring  winter  sports. 
Access  to  Mineral  King  involves  crossing  11  miles  of  the  Sequoia 
National  Park. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  been  requested  to  consider  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  permit  jointly  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  State 
of  California  for  a  two-lane  road  through  the  park  to  provide  access  to 
Mineral  King  subject  to  the  following  conditions  to  protect  the  park: 
(a)  alinement  and  construction  details  will  be  approved  by  the 
National  Park  Service,  ( b )  assurance  that  adequate  measures  will  be 
taken  in  road  construction,  maintenance  and  facility  development  to 
prevent  stream  pollution,  (c)  the  existing  road  right-of-way  will  be 
conveyed  to  the  United  States  by  the  State  of  California  for  addition 
to  Sequoia  National  Park,  ( d )  assurance  that  development  of  the 
Mineral  King  Area  will  be  held  to  a  visitation  capacity  that  can  be 
accommodated  on  a  two-lane  road,  and  ( e )  should  it  ever  be  necessary 
in  the  future  to  provide  for  increased  visitation  capacity  in  Mineral 
King,  an  alternate  means  of  access  to  Mineral  King  shall  be  provided 
which  does  not  involve  access  through  the  park,  or  in  the  alternative, 
such  excess  capacity  shall  be  accommodated  through  mechanical 
means  in  lieu  of  any  further  improvement  of  road  access. 

1  7.  Point  Reyes. — The  Senate  committee,  in  its  hearings  on  the 

f  Redwood  National  Park,  briefly  raised  a  question  about  Point  Reyes. 
The  administration  now  has  under  study  the  serious  land  escalation 
problems  at  Point  Reyes  National  Seashore.  These  problems  may 
compe'  modification  of  previous  plans  to  lessen  the  cost  of  land 
acquisition.  Administration  action  on  Point  Reyes  is  not  related  to 
the  Redwood  National  Park  proposal.  It  is  mentioned  here  only 
because  the  question  arose  at  the  hearings  on  April  17  and  18. 

In  summation,  the  administration  believes  that  its  Redwood 
National  Park  proposal,  plus  the  supplementary  actions  outlined  in 
this  letter,  would  bring  substantial  benefits  to  the  county,  State,  and 
Nation. 

Through  making  available  additional  national  forest  timber,  the 
lumber-based  economy  of  the  county  could  continue  and  even  be 
enlarged.  In  addition,  a  substantial  tourism  business  would  be  built 
up,  thus  giving  Del  Norte  County  a  two-industry  economy — -timber 
and  tourism — whereas  it  is  now  dependent  almost  wholly  on  timber. 


14  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  THE  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK,  CALIF. 


Employment  would  rise  rather  than  decrease.  Existing  small  timber 
operators  would  be  protected  and  the  Rellim  Redwood  Co.  could 
continue  its  existing  level  of  operations  for  at  least  10  years  and 
probably  longer  if  it  is  so  desired. 

No  national  forest  land  would  be  transferred  in  fee  to  private  owner¬ 
ship  to  accomplish  the  above  benefits  and,  thus,  no  undesirable  prece¬ 
dents  would  be  set. 

With  respect  to  other  actions  throughout  California,  the  State 
would  derive  substantial  benefit  by  achieving  public  use  of  certain 
coastal  properties  now  in  the  Defense  Department.  Certain  public 
domain  lands  could  be  transferred  if  the  State  so  desired,  and  an  ex¬ 
change  may  be  worked  out  with  the  Forest  Service  for  boundary 
adjustments  which  are  agreed  on  between  the  State  and  Department 
of  Agriculture  as  being  of  mutual  benefit.  Access  to  Mineral  King  will 
be  assured. 

Furthermore,  the  State  is  receiving  substantial  Federal  aid  in 
rounding  out  the  California  Redwood  State  Park  system  through  the 
land  and  water  conservation  fund  as  well  as  having  available  to  it 
over  $S  million  of  additional  Federal  land  and  water  conservation 
moneys  for  acquisition  and  development  of  recreation  areas  in  other 
portions  of  the  State. 

If  any  points  in  this  letter  are  not  clear,  we  shall  be  glad  to  attempt 
to  clarify  them. 

Sincerely, 

Phillip  S.  Hughes, 

Deputy  Director. 


State  of  California, 

Governor’s  Office, 
Sacramento,  June  28,  1967. 

Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  It  is  my  understanding  through  Mr.  Phillip  S. 
Hughes,  Deputy  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  that  a  letter 
has  been  forwarded  to  your  committee  outlining  in  some  detail  the 
administration’s  position  regarding  negotiations  between  his  office  and 
the  State  of  California  over  the  issue  of  the  proposed  Redwood  a 
National  Park.  ' 

We  in  California  would  like  to  publicly  express  our  appreciation  to 
Mr.  Hughes  and  other  Federal  officials  who  have  worked  diligently 
and  with  a  spirit  of  cooperation  and  flexibility  to  resolve  the  many 
serious  problems  that  are  involved  in  the  creation  of  this  park. 

There  are,  of  course,  areas  of  disagreement,  particularly  over  the 
vital  issue  of  the  exchange  of  Forest  Service  property  for  private 
timberlands  that  would  be  taken  for  a  national  park.  But  we  are 
extremely  pleased  with  the  progress  that  has  been  made  and  are 
grateful  for  the  friendly  and  helpful  tenor  of  the  discussions  which 
have  led  us  to  the  point  where  a  redwood  national  park  can  become 
a  reality. 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  reemphasize  the  State  of  California’s 
desire  to  cooperate  in  any  way  possible  with  your  committee  and 
others  in  the  Congress  and  to  bring  your  committee  up  to  date  regard- 
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ing  the  State’s  views,  especially  in  areas  where  there  is  some  disagree¬ 
ment  between  the  administration's  approach  as  contained  in  Mr. 
Hughes’  letter  to  you  last  week. 

I  am  very  hopeful  that  this  complex  and  emotional  issue  can  be 
resolved.  I  would  like  to  convey  to  you  and  the  members  of  your 
committee  my  gratitude  for  the  time  and  effort  that  is  being  expended 
by  all  concerned  in  order  that  a  truly  fair  and  equitable  solution  can 
be  found  which  is  acceptable  to  the  localities  involved,  the  State,  the 
Nation,  private  industry,  conservationists,  and  the  public. 

It  is  my  fervent  hope  that  a  final  conclusion  leading  toward  a  red¬ 
wood  national  park  can  be  consummated  before  the  end  of  this  year. 
To  that  end,  we  in  California  pledge  our  cooperation  in  any  way 
which  may  assist  you. 

As  I  noted  earlier,  one  major  issue  still  remains  unresolved  between 
the  administration  and  the  State.  That,  as  Mr.  Hughes  pointed  out 
in  his  letter  to  your  committee,  revolves  around  the  Forest  Service’s 
insistence  that  there  can  be  no  transfer  in  fee  of  the  northern  red¬ 
wood  purchase  unit  for  privately  held  timberlands  that  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  proposed  park. 

Mr.  Philip  M.  Battaglia,  my  executive  secretary,  pointed  out 
quite  forcefully  in  a  recent  letter  to  Mr.  Hughes  that  the  State  is 
most  insistent  that  an  exchange  be  worked  out  in  order  to  protect 
the  economy  of  the  area. 

Mr.  Battaglia  said  in  that  letter:  “The  State  of  California  completely 
disagrees  with  the  Federal  administration’s  attitude  on  the  transfer 
in  fee  of  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit.  Governor  Reagan  is 
firmly  convinced  that  such  a  transfer  would  have  a  beneficial  effect, 
contrary  to  the  stated  position  of  the  Forest  Service  that  the  transfer 
would  set  an  undesirable  precedent.  We  have  set  forth  our  thinking 
in  this  regard  at  each  of  our  meetings  and  know  that  you  are  fully 
cognizant  of  it.” 

There  is  no  change  from  that  position  now.  Both  my  Secretary  of 
Resources,  Mr.  Norman  B.  Livermore,  Jr.,  and  I  must  remain  firm 
in  our  position  that,  without  such  a  transfer,  no  park  proposal  can 
advance  because  it  will  not  meet  the  objections  of  the  people  of  the 
north  coast  of  California  nor  will  it  be  acceptable  to  the  State  leg¬ 
islature. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  the  contemplated  acquisition  by 
the  Federal  Government  of  the  majority  of  timber  holdings  of  the 
Rellim  Redwood  Co.  would  substantially  and  for  all  intents  and 
purposes  eliminate  the  major  employer  in  Del  Norte  County.  It  is 
argued  by  the  Forest  Service  that  an  increased  timber  cut  in  the 
Six  Rivers  National  Forest  would  eventually  compensate  for  the 
loss  of  timber  resulting  from  the  acquisition  of  the  Rellim  property. 

While  it  is  not  the  intent  of  myself  or  the  resources  agency  to  advo¬ 
cate  the  interests  of  an  individual  timber  operator  in  the  area  to  be 
affected,  we  do  feel  strongly  that  any  park  plan  must  adequately 
provide  the  private  sector  with  other  timberland  and  not  just  dollars. 
As  of  now,  the  Federal  administration’s  proposals  do  not  meet  that 
requirement. 

While  we  appreciate  the  Forest  Service’s  proposal  to  increase  the 
timber  yield  in  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest,  it  actually  is  a  plan 
which  would  and  should  occur  in  the  normal  course  of  sound  forest 
management,  regardless  of  the  formation  of  a  redwood  national  park. 
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Mr.  Hughes  pointed  out  in  his  letter  to  your  committee  that  eco¬ 
nomic  adjustment  payments  would  bring  about  $342,000  annually  to 
the  county  treasury  for  the  first  5  years  when  related  to  the  estimated 
purchase  price  of  the  Rellim  property  of  $56  million.  However,  the 
Federal  administration  failed  to  take  into  account  the  fact  that 
Rellim  has  an  annual  payroll  of  approximately  $30  million  which 
would  be  substantially  if  not  completely  reduced  if  the  Rellim  property 
were  acquired  and  no  provision  were  made  to  compensate  this  operator 
with  the  transfer  in  fee  of  other  timberland. 

It  should  also  he  pointed  out  that  even  with  accelerated  lumbering 
activities  in  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest,  it  would  only  compensate 
the  smaller  mills  whose  operations  in  the  purchase  unit  would  be 
displaced  by  transfer  in  fee  of  the  purchase  unit  to  the  operator  whose 
lumbering  was  eliminated  by  the  acquisition  of  his  property  in  the 
Mill  Creek  area. 

Finally,  and  from  the  standpoint  of  a  Congress  which  is  acutely 
aware  of  the  many  demands  for  the  tax  dollar,  the  transfer  in  fee  of 
federally  owned  land  (the  redwood  purchase  unit)  for  private  land 
(Miller  Rellim-Mill  Creek  area)  would  significantly  and  substantially 
reduce  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  for  a  redwood  national 
park. 

Obviously,  the  large  projected  costs  of  a  redwood  national  park 
could  be  materially  reduced  by  such  an  exchange  agreement.  Because 
of  the  tremendous  costs  of  the  war  in  Vietnam  and  other  national 
security  costs  throughout  the  world,  it  is  my  belief  that  such  an 
exchange  in  fee  would  ease  the  strain  on  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation 
and  at  the  same  time  provide  its  citizens  with  an  outstanding  example 
of  conservation  and  the  fullest  use  of  publicly  owned  lands. 

I  would  like  to  add  that  the  timber  which  would  be  acquired  from 
private  sources  for  a  park  is  worth  at  retail  prices  many  millions  of 
dollars.  We  in  California  are  sure  the  Congress  recognizes  that  this  is 
a  very  real  consideration  in  view  of  the  difficulty  of  financing  an  other¬ 
wise  very  expensive  project. 

It  is  difficult  to  understand  why  the  Forest  Service  is  adamant  in 
view  of  the  enormous  demand  for  a  redwood  national  park  and  the 
obvious  desire  of  the  public  to  aid  in  the  formation  of  this  park  without 
disturbing  the  local  economy. 

While  on  the  subject  of  the  purchase  unit  and  the  Rellim  Redwood 
Co.,  I  should  like  to  note  that  there  is  a  question  in  the  mind  of  the 
resources  agency  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  400  million  board  feet  of 
timber  owned  by  Miller  outside  of  the  Mill  Creek  drainage. 

Even  though  Miller  has  substantial  outside  stumpage,  there  is  every 
reason  to  believe  he  would  refuse  to  continue  to  operate  his  mill  if  his 
supply  was  limited  to  this  scattered,  outlying  Douglas-fir.  He  would 
have  every  reason  in  condemnation  proceedings  to  insist  that  the  total 
of  his  mill  value  be  taken  if  the  bulk  of  his  timber  is  taken.  Even  if  he 
sold  off  his  outlying  timber,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  Miller  would  con¬ 
sider  continuing  to  operate  in  his  present  location.  There  is  no  way  he 
could  be  forced  to  change  his  operation  from  w here  he  is  cutting  his 
own  timber  to  one  where  he  would  be  bidding  against  the  many  other 
small  mills  on  the  37  million  board  feet  additional  allowable  from  the 
Six  Rivers  Forest. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  the  proposed  37  million  board  feet  of  addi¬ 
tional  allowable  cut  from  Six  Rivers  is  a  very  encouraging  offer  and  I 
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commend,  the  Forest  Service  for  moving  forward  in  this  area.  Before 
California  could  agree  to  any  final  plan,  however,  the  Forest  Service 
should  detail  the  method  of  financing  the  availability  of  the  additional 
37  million  board  feet  cut.  In  addition,  unless  the  increased  cut  and 
its  financing  were  made  available  immediately,  there  would  be  serious 
shortrun  unemployment  in  Del  Norte  County  forest  industries. 

Mr.  Hughes’  statement  that  Del  Norte  County  would  receive  an 
additional  $50,000  annually  based  on  the  25  percent  national  forest 
receipts  formula  raises  some  questions.  Later  in  his  letter  to  your  com¬ 
mittee,  he  states  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  will  produce 
$150,000  to  $200,000  annually  in  Forest  Service  25-percent  receipts. 
This  does  not  seem  to  compare  logically  with  the  stated  $50,000 
receipts  from  37  million  board  feet  cut  on  the  additional  allowable. 

There  is  one  area  in  which  the  State  and  the  administration  agree 
in  principle,  but  so  far  have  not  settled  on  details.  1  feel  very  strongly 
about  the  transfer  of  Department  of  Defense-owned  seashore  to  the 
State  for  recreational  use  in  exchange  for  the  two  State  redwood  parks. 

I  would  like  to  quote  two  paragraphs  of  Mr.  Battaglia’s  letter  to 
Mr.  Hughes  where  this  subject  was  touched  upon: 

“Governor  Regan  also  urges  that  those  Department  of  Defense  sea¬ 
shore  lands  mentioned  in  your  letter  be  transferred  in  fee  to  the  State 
in  return  for  the  two  State  parks  that  would  be  transferred  in  fee  to 
the  Federal  Government. 

“Negotiations,  as  you  know,  have  been  conducted  unsuccessfully 
during  a  period  of  years  for  a  lease  arrangement  for  the  San  Onofre 
Beach  at  Camp  Pendleton.  The  State  administration,  therefore, 
believes  that  the  only  way  a  meaningful  exchange  between  the  State 
and  Federal  Governments  can  be  accomplished  is  through  transfer- 
in-fee.  Definite  dates  for  transfer  to  the  State  of  these  beachlands 
would  also  be  necessary.” 

Mr.  Hughes  in  his  letter  to  your  committee  indicated  that  the 
administration  would  consider  a  lease  transfer  arrangement  for  the 
1  mile  of  San  Onofre  Beach  at  Camp  Pendleton.  However,  California’s 
position,  as  Mr.  Livermore  outlined  May  16  in  a  letter  to  Mr.  Hughes, 
urged  the  transfer-in-fee  of  the  1  mile  of  San  Onofre  plus  4  miles  of 
beach  southerly  from  the  Southern  California  Edison  atomic  power- 
plant. 

At  Fort  Ord,  the  State  requested  fee  title  to  approximately  4  miles 
of  beach  whereas  Mr.  Hughes’  letter  to  your  committee  suggested  the 
Fort  Ord  beach  may  “be  suitable  for  out-lease  or  co-use  in  whole  or 
in  part.”  In  addition,  his  letter  contains  no  reference  to  oral  discussions 
between  Federal  and  State  officials  concerning  the  correction  of  the 
sewage  problem  at  Fort  Ord  which  is  polluting  the  ocean. 

Transfer-in-fee  of  the  entire  Marin  Headlands  coastal  area  would  be 
necessary.  Comments  regarding  the  El  Castillo  area  in  Monterey 
County  appear  to  be  satisfactory  providing  that  the  expense  of  re¬ 
moving  improvements  is  assured. 

I  have  been  informed  by  my  representatives  who  have  participated 
in  numerous  meetings  in  Washington  that  the  agreement  arrived  at 
between  the  participants  greatly  exceeded  the  mere  “exploring  the 
availability”  of  such  transfers  and  exchanges.  I  feel  that  the  many 
details  which  were  arrived  at  must  immediately  be  set  forth  in  definite 
and  workable  agreements  of  exchange  with  the  State  for  the  beach 
lands  I  have  referred  to  above. 
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I  would  like  to  make  these  other  comments  in  regard  to  Mr.  Hughes’ 
letter: 

Park  generated  tourist  income. — The  estimate  of  tourist  income  is 
very  questionable  and  comments  that  a  national  park  would  increase 
employment  receive  little  favorable  reaction  from  the  locality  involved 
without  assm'ances  that  forest  industry  payrolls  can  be  maintained 
at  the  same  level  as  now  exist. 

Six  Rivers  National  Forest  recreation  developments. — The  proposed 
5-year  $3  million  plan  for  accelerated  recreational  development  is 
highly  desirable.  However,  it  does  not  appear  to  have  any  direct 
bearing  on  the  details  for  a  national  park.  California  believes  recrea¬ 
tional  development  should  proceed  without  regard  to  whether  there 
is  or  is  not  a  redwood  national  park.  Mr.  Livermore  of  the  resources 
agency  also  feels  a  major  development  program  in  the  redwood  park 
is  not  desirable  because  the  redwoods  should  be  treated  more  as 
museum  pieces  than  as  developable  areas — as  places  to  view  and 
visit  rather  than  develop. 

The  Redwood  Parkway. — The  value  of  this  proposed  parkway  is 
questionable  from  an  economic  feasibility  standpoint  as  well  as 
from  its  desirability  in  regard  to  proper  park  planning.  The  proposed 
$6  million  could  be  put  to  much  better  use  by  allocating  it  to  the 
State  for  augmentation  of  its  own  park  system. 

Extension  of  the  national  park. — Mr.  Hughes’  statement  is  very 
helpful  and  ties  in  with  one  of  California’s  main  objectives:  to  agree 
on  a  final  delineation  of  boundaries  that  will  bring  an  end  to  the 
constant  pressm'e  that  has  been  exerted  against  the  redwood  forest 
industry. 

Highway  101  construction  acceleration. — This  offer  is  not  particu¬ 
larly  pertinent  to  park  negotiations.  It  is  questionable  if  the  State 
would  agree  to  a  shift  of  highway  funds  to  this  project  when  the 
demand  is  so  high  for  construction  funds  throughout  the  entire  State. 

Public  domain  lands. — California  has  made  its  position  clear  that 
with  the  exception  of  the  Anza-Borrego  area,  the  subject  of  BLM 
public  lands  is  not  relevant  to  the  redwood  park  discussions. 

Kings  Range  and  Muir  Woods.—' The  State  has  said  that  Muir 
Woods  would  be  of  interest  for  administrative  purposes,  but  that  it 
could  not  be  regarded  as  any  addition  to  our  recreational  areas  since 
it  is  already  under  active  use. 

Kings  Range. — This  area  holds  little,  if  any,  interest  to  the  State 
insofar  as  the  redwood  park  is  concerned. 

Devil’s  Postpile. — The  State  is  interested  in  Devil’s  Postpile  and 
would  be  glad  to  take  it  over  as  part  of  the  redwood  park  exchange 
although  no  great  value  is  placed  on  it. 

U.S.  Forest  Service  lands. — The  State  has  no  interest  in  exchanges 
with  the  Forest  Service  except  for  the  redwood  purchase  unit  as 
expressed  earlier.  It  is  the  State’s  feeling  that  since  active  negotiations 
for  exchanges  are  going  on  in  many  areas,  these  negotiations  need 
not  be  included  in  the  redwood  park  exchange  proposals. 

Land  and  water  conservation  fund. — The  State  feels  that  mentioning 
this  in  connection  with  the  redwmod  park  exchange  is  irrelevant. 
Facts  stated  in  Mr.  Hughes’  letter  are  helpful  particularly  in  their 
matching  provisions  for  purchases  in  the  redwood  area. 

However,  since  these  negotiations  have  been  going  on  for  some  time, 
it  is  our  feeling  they  need  not  be  mentioned  in  connection  with 
proposed  Redwood  National  Park  exchanges. 
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Mineral  King. — Problems  over  the  right-of-way  for  access  to 
Mineral  King  are  of  deep  concern  to  California  and  the  position  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  this  regard  is  at  best  confusing.  But  this 
problem  should  bear  no  relation  to  discussions  regarding  the  redwood 
park. 

Point  Reyes. — We  agree  with  Mr.  Hughes  that  Point  Reyes  is  not 
directly  related  to  the  redwood  park  discussions.  The  resources  agency 
will  be  discussing  this  area  with  Congressman  Clausen,  whose  district 
includes  this  area. 

In  general,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  believe  considerable  progress  has 
been  made  toward  solution  of  the  redwood  park  issue  since  our  last 
communications.  We  are  very  hopeful  the  administration  will  continue 
its  negotiations  with  the  State  so  that  mutually  satisfactory  solutions 
can  be  found  for  the  complex  exchange  problems  that  have  been  the 
subject  of  our  many  discussions. 

We  are  equally  hopeful  that  the  administration  and  the  Congress 
will  recognize  the  need  to  protect  the  lumbering  economy  of  the  area 
to  be  affected  by  agreeing  to  a  fee  transfer  of  the  northern  redwood 
purchase  unit  to  the  private  timber  owner  whose  lands  will  be  needed 
for  a  national  park. 

I  want  to  assure  you  of  my  continuing  interest  in  these  matters 
and  to  pledge  whatever  help  we  in  California  can  give  to  the  Congress 
as  it  deliberates  these  very  important  issues. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  courtesies.  Please  do  not  hesitate  to 
call  upon  me,  Mr.  Livermore,  or  other  members  of  my  administration 
for  whatever  additional  information  you  and  your  committee  may 


require. 


Sincerely, 


Ronald  Reagan, 

Governor. 


The  committee  carefully  considered  each  of  the  issues  raised  by  the 
letters  to  the  chairman. 

Northern  redwood  purchase  unit 

The  committee  believes  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  make  the 
northern  redwood  purchase  unit  available  for  exchange  with  land- 
owners  for  their  property  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park. 

The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit,  located  between  the  north 
and  south  units  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  recommended  by  the 
committee,  was  a  part  of  a  far-reaching  plan  to  acquire  863,000  acres 
of  redumod  lands  for  a  Redwood  National  Forest,  and  was  intended  to 
bring  sound  management  to  the  region  and  to  demonstrate  proper 
redwood  logging  methods. 

During  the  depression,  in  1934,  private  citizens  and  the  Mendocino 
County  Chamber  of  Commerce  urged  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  to 
purchase  coast  redwood  lands.  The  National  Forest  Reservation 
Commission  promptly  approved  the  principle  of  a  200,000-acre 
Redwood  National  Forest. 

On  September  14,  1934,  the  California  Legislature  passed  an  act 
enabling  the  United  States  to  purchase  lands  anywhere  in  the  State 
for  national  forest  purposes.  Three  days  later  Humboldt  and  Del 
Norte  Counties  approved  plans  for  the  purchase  of  redwood  lands. 
On  August  29,  1935,  the  National  Forest  Reservation  Commission 
established  the  boundaries  of  a  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  of 
263,000  acres,  and  a  southern  redwood  purchase  unit  of  600,000  acres. 
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Between  1939  and  1945  the  Federal  Government  acquired  14,567 
acres  of  redwood  land  within  the  northern  unit  at  a  cost  of  $444,415.72. 
All  progress  stopped  with  the  acquisition  of  14,567  acres  out  of  the 
contemplated  grand  total  863,000  acres. 

Subsequently,  the  southern  unit  was  dissolved  and  the  boundaries 
of  the  northern  unit  were  shrunk  to  include  only  147,180  acres.  On 
November  1,  1963,  the  forest  supervisor  in  charge  recommended  that 
the  area  again  be  reduced,  this  time  to  32,409  acres  north  of  the 
Klamath  River,  and  be  designated  the  Redwood  National  Forest. 

Of  the  14,567  acres  in  the  unit,  12,074  support  virgin  growth, 
predominantly  redwood.  Below  is  a  breakdown  of  the  composition  of 
the  1,093  million  board  feet  of  timber  on  the  northern  redwood 
purchase  unit. 

(In  million  board  feet] 


Redwood _  728 

Douglas-fir _  345 

Western  hemlock _ _ _ : _ _  8 

Sitka  spruce _ 8 

Port  Orford  cedar _  4 


Total _ : _ _ _  1,  093 


Except  for  935  acres,  which  are  maintained  in  conjunction 
with  a  larger  parcel  owned  by  Simpson  Timber  Co.  as  the  Yurok 
experimental  forest,  the  unit  is  administered  primarily  for  timber 
values.  Timber  harvesting  began  in  1954.  About  19  million  board  feet 
of  timber  are  offered  for  sale  each  year  to  the  highest  bidders. 

The  research  on  the  935-acre  Yurok  experimental  forest  has  been 
chiefly  on  the  technology  of  logging  old  growth  redwood.  Obviously 
such  findings  are  of  limited  utility  as  the  last  of  the  old  growth  nears. 
Future  research  plans  include,  among  other  things,  studies  of  growing 
Christmas  trees  and  hardwood  varieties  on  cutover  redwood  lands. 
Using  the  purchase  unit  to  acquire  private  redwood  lands  by  exchange 
will  substantially  reduce  the  funds  required  to  be  appropriated  for  land 
acquisition  for  the  park.  If  the  purchase  unit  is  not  made  available 
to  keep  the  area’s  stable  redwood  timber  companies  in  business, the 
impact  of  Federal  park  land  acquisition  on  the  local  economy  would 
be  unduly  and  unnecessarily  harsh. 

The  adoption  by  this  committee  of  language  authorizing  such  an 
exchange  should  not  be  construed  as  in  any  way  establishing  a  prece¬ 
dent  for  exchanging  national  forest  land  to  acquire  lands  for  national 
parks.  The  committee  recognizes  and  appreciates  the  contributions 
the  national  forests  are  making,  and  will  continue  making  to  our 
Nation’s  economic  and  social  well-being.  While  the  contributions  are 
in  many  respects  different,  they  are  no  less  important  than  those  to 
be  realized  from  the  national  parks.  Because  of  the  important  public 
values  for  which  the  national  forests  are  reserved,  these  lands  must 
be  held  intact  for  the  permanent  good  of  the  Nation. 

The  committee  views  this  as  an  extraordinary  situation  in  which  an 
exception  is  necessary.  The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  is  not  an 
established  national  forest.  The  project  was  established  over  30 
years  ago  to  build  toward  an  economic  forest  unit  representative  of 
the  redwood  forest  type  and  suitable  for  inclusion  in  the  national 
forest  system.  Only  a  fraction  of  the  acreage  needed  to  meet  that 
original  goal  has  been  acquired  by  the  Forest  Service.  The  committee 
believes  it  unlikely  that  further  progress  in  this  direction  would  ever 
be  realized. 
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Exchange  of  the  purchase  unit  holdings  amounts  to  no  more  than 
shifting  the  Federal  redwood  holdings  (which  are  now  being  cut  by 
private  operators)  to  a  different  location  (containing  magnificent 
stands  now  in  danger  of  being  cut)  and  changing  management  from 
cutting  to  preservation  in  a  park.  The  grand  plan  for  an  860,000-acre 
Redwood  National  Forest  was  never  realized.  The  small  fragment 
which  was  acquired  cannot  bring  sound  management  to  the  region, 
and  research  findings  on  old  growth  harvesting  methods  come  too  late 
in  the  history  of  redwood  exploitation  to  be  significant. 

The  committee  has  carefully  and  painfully  weighed  the  values  of 
what  is  to  be  preserved  and  of  the  adjustments  that  must  be  made  to 
insure  preservation.  On  balance  the  committee  believes  it  essential 
t  hat  Federal  lands  in  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  be  available 
for  exchange  to  acquire  privately  owned  lands  within  the  proposed 
park  boundaries. 

Harvesting  on  the  Six  Hirers  National  Forest 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  letter  dated  June  22,  1907,  stated: 

The  Forest  Service  has  reexamined  the  potential  timber 
available  from  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest.  Some  91,000 
acres  of  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  north  of  the  Klamath 
River  in  Del  Norte  County  have  been  held  in  deferred  status 
because  of  the  scattered  nature  of  the  timber  stands  and  the 
special  measures  needed  to  protect  soil  and  water. 

However,  with  a  capital  investment  of  $11  million  for  new 
road  construction  and  reconstruction,  the  Forest  Service 
could  make  available  an  increased  allowable  cut  of  37  million 
board  feet  annually.  With  reasonable  assurance  that  the 
road  program  could  be  completed,  the  allowable  cut  could  be 
increased  23  million  feet  immediately.  An  additional  14 
million  board  feet  per  year  would  come  from  more  intensive 
timber  management  such  as  commercial  thinnings  and 
salvage.  This  additional  allowable  cut  would  be  fed  into  the 
sales  program  progressively  over  a  5-year  period  as  the  road 
system  is  extended.  Because  all  this  timber  lies  north  of  the 
Klamath  River  and  because  of  the  road  pattern,  timber 
operators  in  Del  Norte  County  would  be  in  a  favored  posi¬ 
tion  to  bid  on  it. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  Forest  Service  has  existing  legisla¬ 
tive  authority  to  implement  this  increase  in  the  allowable  cut.  The 
committee  strongly  recommends  that  the  increase  be  undertaken  at 
the  earliest  possible  date  in  the  interest  of  sound  forest  management, 
and  as  a  vital  boost  to  the  economy  of  the  Del  Norte-Humboldt  area. 

Payments  in  lieu,  of  tax 

The  administration  bill  provided  for  economic  adjustment  payments 
for  a  5-year  period  to  Del  Norte  County  and  its  local  government 
bodies  to  offset  the  immediate  impact  of  land  acquisition  for  the  park. 
These  payments  have  been  eliminated  by  the  committee.  Only  in  one 
instance,  Grand  Teton  National  Park  Act,  64  Stat.  849,  has  Congress 
authorized  payments  in  lieu  of  tax  in  connection  with  land  acquisition 
for  park  purposes.  This  committee  does  not  feel  that  the  establishment 
of  such  a  policy  at  this  time  would  be  in  the  national  interest. 
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The  impact  of  land  acquisition  which  had  concerned  the  adminis¬ 
tration  will  not  materialize  under  the  bill  reported  by  the  committee. 
The  privately  owned  old  growth  redwood  acreage  to  be  acquired  in 
Del  Norte  County  is  reduced  from  8,505  acres  in  the  administration 
bill  to  2,992  acres  in  S.  2515.  In  addition,  the  14,567-acre  northern 
redwood  purchase  unit  will  be  added  to  local  tax  rolls  when  it  passes 
into  private  ownership,  and  the  37  million  board  feet  annual  increase 
in  the  available  cut  on  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  will  make  a 
further  substantial  contribution  to  local  solvency.  One-fourth  of  the 
1  orest  Service  timber  receipts  go  to  the  local  government. 

Inclusion  of  State  parks  within  National  park 

Included  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  are  three  State  Parks:  Jedediah  Smith  Redwood  State  Park,  Del 
Norte  Coast  Redwood  State  Park,  and  Prairie  Creek  Redwood  State 
Park.  While  there  would  be  ob vious  economies,  both  monetary  and  in 
convenience  of  administration,  in  having  all  land  within  the  national 
park  in  the  ownership  of  one  sovereign,  the  paramount  public  interest 
in  saving  ancient  trees  is  served  by  public  ownership,  whether  title 
resides  in  the  State  or  Federal  Government.  The  committee  expresses 
the  hope  that  these  parks  will  eventually  pass  into  Federal  ownership, 
but  does  not  feel  it  appropriate  to  condition  the  creation  of  the 
Redwood  National  Park  on  that  event.  Accordingly,  the  committee 
has  provided  that  any  State-owned  property  can  be  acquired  by  the 
Secretary  only  by  donation,  and  the  State  is  placed  under  no  compul¬ 
sion  to  make  such  a  transfer. 

This  committee  has  a  firmly  established  policy  that  it  will  not 
authorize  the  Federal  Government  to  compensate  a  State  for  lands 
already  in  a  State  park.  Where,  as  here,  the  goal  of  the  national  park 
is  preservation,  the  committee  has  a  policy  of  not  making  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  national  park  contingent  upon  acquisition  of  the  State 
park  lands. 

Federal-State  exchange 

The  California  and  Federal  administrations,  as  set  forth  in  the 
correspondence  above,  have  discussed  the  exchange  of  State  redwood 
parks  for  Federal  properties  in  California  suitable  for  development  as 
a  part  of  the  State  park  system.  To  the  extent  that  there  is  Federal 
property,  surplus  to  Federal  needs  and  suitable  for  recreational  de¬ 
velopment  to  help  meet  the  pressures  of  California’s  burgeoning  popu¬ 
lation,  the  committee  believes  and  recommends  that  the  Federal 
administration  should  proceed  with  dispatch  to  make  such  land 
available  to  the  people  for  recreational  use. 

However,  this  committee  does  not  believe  that  the  public  interest  is 
served  by  including  a  value-for-value,  or  acre-for-acre,  exchange  of 
redwood  lands  for  nonredwood  lands  as  a  part  of  legislation  creating  a 
Redwood  National  Park.  If  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  have  the 
administration  of  any  property  transferred  from  one  sovereign  to 
another  for  recreational  purposes,  that  transfer  should  stand  on  its 
own  merits. 

Aluir  Woods 

The  Administration  recommended  the  transfer  of  Muir  Woods 
National  Monument  in  Marin  County,  Calif.,  to  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  Muir  Woods  National  Monument,  an  isolated  grove  of  primeval 
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redwoods  in  a  sheltered  valley  within  one-half  hour’s  drive  of  San 
Francisco,  was  given  to  the  Federal  Government  by  William  Kent  in 
1908.  The  State  of  California  does  not  have  an  active  interest  in 
acquiring  this  property  and  no  persuasive  reasons  for  the  transfer 
have  been  offered.  For  that  reason,  that  portion  of  section  4  of  S.  1370 
which  authorized  the  transfer  of  Muir  Woods  National  Monument  to 
the  State  of  California,  was  deleted  from  the  new  bill,  S.  2515. 

King  Range 

Section  4  of  S.  1370,  as  introduced,  authorized  the  transfer  of  31,000 
acres  of  Federal  land,  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  in  the  King  Range  area  of  California  to  the  State  of 
California.  The  State  has  no  interest  in  the  acquisition  of  this  property. 
Accordingly,  the  committee  deleted  from  S.  2515  that  portion  of 
section  4  of  S.  1370  which  authorized  such  a  transfer. 

S.  1526 

The  committee  rejected  the  approach  of  S.  1526.  In  response  to  an 
inquiry  of  the  chairman  of  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Subcommittee, 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  responded: 

The  best  information  that  we  have  is  that  practically  all 
(93  percent)  of  the  old  growth  timber  that  would  be  included 
in  S.  1526  is  already  in  State  parks.  Of  the  estimated  25,000 
acres  of  old  growth  that  would  be  included  by  S.  1526,  23,000 
acres  are  already  in  State  parks.  This  redwood-seashore  pro¬ 
posal  would  add  only  about  1,000  acres  of  old  growth  red¬ 
wood  acreage  now  in  private  ownership  and  about  600  acres 
now  in  Federal  ownership.  This  is  in  contrast  to  the  8,500 
acres  of  old  growth  now  in  private  ownership  that  would  be 
added  under  the  administration’s  proposal,  and  even  larger 
acreage  under  the  Sierra  Club  proposal.  S.  1526  would  pre¬ 
serve  hardly  any  additional  acreage  of  old  growth  redwood 
beyond  what  the  State  has  already  set  aside. 

Titles  II  and  III  of  S.  1526  would  authorize  the  creation  of  a  King 
Range  National  Conservation  Area,  with  exchanges  to  consolidate 
Federal  ownership  in  a  Humboldt  County  coastal  area  where  private 
and  Federal  lands  are  now  held  in  a  checkerboard  pattern.  Without 
judging  the  merits  of  such  a  proposal,  the  committee  decided  not  to 
include  it  as  a  part  of  legislation  to  create  a  Redwood  National  Park. 

This  committee  has  held  no  hearings  on  the  proposal,  nor  has  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  made  an  executive  report  to  this  com¬ 
mittee  on  it.  The  decision  of  the  committee  to  exclude  the  King  Range 
National  Conservation  Area  from  the  redwoods  bill  will  not  prejudice 
consideration  of  the  proposal  as  a  separate  piece  of  legislation,  should 
it  be  before  the  committee  in  the  future. 

Section  407  of  S.  1526  attempts  to  deal  with  the  problems  of  land 
acquisition  at  the  Point  Reyes  National  Seashore.  The  problems  at 
Point  Reyes  are  so  perplexing,  and  have  such  far-reaching  implications 
for  the  entire  recreation  land  acquisition  program,  on  the  National  as 
well  as  State  and  local  level,  that  they  cannot  properly  be  acted  upon 
as  a  rider  to  Redwood  National  Park  legislation. 

S.  51/> 

The  committee  decided  that  the  90,000-acre  proposal  embodied  in 
S.  514  was  too  big  and  too  expensive  to  be  feasible.  The  cost  of  land 
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acquisition  was  estimated  for  the  committee  to  be  from  $150  to  $200 
million.  In  addition,  section  2(h)  authorized  the  acquisition  of  water¬ 
shed  easements  of  speculative  nature  and  unknown  cost.  The  Federal 
acquisition  of  77,000  acres  of  private  land  in  Humboldt  County  would 
severely  disrupt  the  economy  and  industry  of  the  area.  Much  of  the 
77,000  acres  was  found,  upon  inspection,  to  be  grassland,  cutover 
redwood  land,  and  slope  stands  of  timber  consisting  primarily  of 
Douglas  fir. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS  OF  S.  2515 

Section  1 

This  section  sets  forth  the  purpose  of  the  act:  the  preservation  of 
the  coast  redwoods  in  their  natural  setting. 

Section  2 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  establish  a 
Redwood  National  Park,  the  boundaries  of  which  are  (described 
by  map  reference.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  boundary 
revisions,  if  and  when  necessary,  but  the  area  of  the  park  is  limited 
to  64,000  acres,  exclusive  of  submerged  lands  which  are  included 
within  the  authorized  boundary  shown  on  the  map  to  which  the 
section  refers.  The  purpose  of  the  authority  given  the  Secretary  to 
revise  boundaries,  is  to  make  relatively  minor  adjustments  where 
necessary  or  desirable  from  the  standpoint  of  administration  or  land 
acquisition.  The  Secretary  is  not  authorized  to  depart  from  the 
general  boundaries  described  in  the  bill  to  make  major  acquisitions 
which  would  change  the  character  of  the  park  or  the  emphasis  the 
committee  has  placed  on  various  watersheds. 

Section  3(a) 

The  north  unit  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  is  near  Crescent 
City,  Calif.,  and  the  south  unit  is  near  Orick.  The  Secretary  is  given 
the  discretionary  authority  by  this  section  to  locate  a  5-acre  adminis¬ 
trative  site  in  the  vicinity  of  each  of  these  towns. 

When  the  park  boundary  splits  a  parcel  of  land,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  acquire  all  or  any  portion  of  the  parcel  outside  the 
boundary  if,  by  such  acquisition,  he  is  able  to  minimize  severance 
damages.  Language  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  exchange  such  land 
outside  the  park  boundaries  for  non-Federal  lands  within  the  park 
boundary  is  intended  to  be  in  addition  to  any  authority  to  use  or 
dispose  of  such  land  which  the  Secretary  may  have  under  existing 
law . 

Any  land  owned  by  the  State  of  California  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  park  may  be  acquired  by  the  Federal  Government  only  by  dona¬ 
tion.  The  bill  does  not  authorize  the  Secretary  to  exercise  the  power  of 
eminent  domain  over  State  parks,  nor  does  it  make  establishment  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park  contingent  upon  transfer  of  the  State 
parks  to  the  Federal  Government. 

There  are  635  acres  of  Federal  land  included  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  Redwood  National  Park.  Most  of  this  is  in  the  Six  Rivers 
National  Forest,  east  of  Jeclediah  Smith  State  Park.  With  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  agency  having  custody  thereof,  such  land  may  be 
transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  be  a  part  of  the  Redwood 
National  Park. 

The  Secretary  may  enter  into  contracts  for  the  acquisition  of  land 
within  the  park  boundaries  in  advance  of  appropriation  of  the  purchase 
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price.  However,  each  such  contract  must  be  contingent  upon  the 
appropriation  of  funds  to  fulfill  the  contract  obligation. 

Section  3(b) 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  acquire  property  by 
exchange,  using  two  classes  of  Federal  property  as  trading  stock. 

(1)  Any  property  in  California  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  which  is  suitable  for  exchange  or 
other  disposal,  and 

(2)  All  or  any  portion  of  the  14,567-acre  northern  redwood 
purchase  unit  in  Del  Norte  County,  Calif. 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make,  or  to  accept,  cash  payments 
to  equalize  values,  if  the  properties  exchanged  are  not  of  equal  value. 

Section  3(c) 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  seller  of  property  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  to  spread 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  price  over  a  period  of  up  to  10  years. 
The  section  is  not  mandatory,  and  the  grantor,  if  he  so  desires,  can 
demand  a  lump-sum  payment. 

Section  4 

There  are  a  number  of  single-family  residences  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  park.  Although  it  would  be  desirable  to  have  these  properties 
in  Federal  ownership,  the  Park  Service  has  advised  the  committee 
that  it  is  feasible,  taking  into  account  plans  for  development  and 
administration,  to  allow  the  present  owners  to  retain  limited  pos¬ 
sessory  interests.  This  section  allows  the  owner  of  a  detached  non¬ 
commercial  residential  dwelling  to  elect  either  of  the  following  terms 
of  use  and  occupancy:  25  years,  or  until  the  death  of  the  last  to  die  of 
the  owner  and  owner’s  spouse. 

The  right  of  use  and  occupancy  is  subject  to  termination  by  the 
Secretary  upon  (1)  the  Secretary’s  determination  that  the  use  and 
occupancy  is  being  exercised  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the 
purposes  of  the  act,  and  (2)  tender  to  the  owner,  by  the  Secretary, 
of  the  value  of  the  unexpired  term.  In  the  event  the  owner  has  chosen 
a  term  measured  by  the  life  of  himself  and  his  spouse,  the  value  of 
the  unexpired  term  shall  be  determined  by  the  use  of  actuarial  tables 
then  in  use  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  for  the  valuation  of 
such  interests. 

Section  5 

This  section  directs  the  Secretary  to  administer  the  park  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  act  of  August  25,  1916,  16  U.S.C.  1. 

Section  6 

This  section  places  a  ceiling  on  appropriations  for  land  acquisition 
of  $100  million.  With  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  available 
for  exchange  purposes,  the  committee  contemplates  that  the  amount 
required  to  be  appropriated  may  be  less  than  $100  million. 

EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS 

The  executive  communication  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
dated  March  11,  1967,  follows: 
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U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  11,  1967. 

Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

President  of  the  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  is  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to 
authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  the 
State  of  California,  to  provide  economic  assistance  to  local  govern¬ 
mental  bodies  affected  thereby,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  recommend  that  the  draft  bill  be  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committee  for  consideration,  and  we  recommend  that  it  be  enacted. 
A  detailed  explanatory  discussion  of  the  purposes  and  effect  of  the 
bill  is  contained  in  an  enclosure  to  this  letter. 

On  February  23,  1966,  the  President  proposed  to  the  Congress  the 
creation  of  a  Redwood  National  Park  in  northern  California.  The 
President  again  recommended  the  establishment  of  such  park  in  his 
January  30,  1967,  message  to  the  Congress  on  protecting  our  natural 
heritage. 

Legislation  to  establish  the  park  was  submitted  by  the  Department 
to  the  89th  Congress  on  February  23,  1966,  and  introduced  as  S.  2962, 
H.R.  13009,  H.R.  13011,  and  H.R.  13929.  Hearings  were  held  on  S. 
2962  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  but 
no  further  action  was  taken  on  the  bill. 

The  enclosed  bill  is  basically  a  resubmission  of  the  legislation  the 
Department  submitted  to  the  89th  Congress  to  establish  a  Redwood 
National  Park,  the  principal  portion  of  which  is  in  Del  Norte  County. 
A  relatively  small  “Tall  Trees  Unit”  would  be  authorized  in  Humboldt 
County,  Calif.,  and  appropriated  funds  could  be  utilized  for  its  pur¬ 
chase.  The  enclosed  bill  provides  for  a  park  which  in  our  judgment 
meets  the  standards  of  a  splendid  national  park  to  preserve  a  significant 
portion  of  the  magnificent  coast  redwoods,  namely:  (1)  It  includes  a 
substantial  stand  of  virgin  old  growth  redwoods;  (2)  It  includes 
adequate  areas  for  public  use  developmentun  second  growth  stands  of 
redwood;  and  (3)  it  provides  for  acquisition  of  adequate  watersheds  to 
insure  the  preservation  of  the  old  growth  stands.  It  remains  the  desire 
of  the  administration  to  preserve  a  significant  portion  of  the  limited 
remaining  stands  of  virgin  old  growth  redwmods  that  meet  these  same 
standards.  The  enclosed  bill  recognizes  this  desirable  objective. 

We  recognize  that  many  Members  of  the  Congress  and  many 
advocates  of  a  Redwood  National  Park  have  urged  that  a  much 
larger  park  be  authorized  in  Humboldt  County,  incorporating  the 
Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park  and  the  privately  owned  redwood 
lands  in  the  Prairie  Creek,  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek,  Lost  Man  Creek, 
Little  Lost  Man  Creek,  and  portions  of  the  Redwood  Creek  drainages. 
The  Congress  may  wish  to  consider  the  expansion  of  the  park  bound¬ 
aries  to  include  the  portions  of  these  drainages  that  meet  the  three 
standards  for  the  park  set  forth  above.  Because  of  the  many  pressing 
demands  for  available  and  prospective  funds  for  Federal  recreation 
land  acquisition,  we  recommend  that  the  acquisition  of  any  such 
additional  lands  be  accomplished  through  the  cooperative  efforts  of 
the  State  of  California  and  private  philanthropy. 

Should  the  Congress  wish  to  encourage  private  fundraising  efforts 
to  add  one  or  more  of  the  beautiful  redwood  drainages  of  Humboldt 
County  to  the  Redwmod  National  Park,  the  following  subsection 
could  be  added  to  section  2 : 
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“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  the  Secretary  may,  within  three  years  from  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  acquire  for  addition  to  the  park  lands 
or  interests  therein  within  the  area  in  the  Prairie  Creek,  Skunk 
Cabbage  Creek,  Little  Lost  Man  Creek,  Lost  Man  Creek,  and 
Redwood  Creek  drainages;  the  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State 
Park;  and  coastal  lands  of  Humboldt  County,  all  as  generally 
depicted  on  the  drawing  numbered  NP-Red-7l02B,  dated  Feb¬ 
ruary  1967,  which  shall  be  on  file  and  available  for  public  inspec¬ 
tion  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park  Service,  Department  of 
the  Interior.  Within  such  area  the  Secretary  may  acquire,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act,  lands  or 
interests  therein  only  by  donation,  purchase  with  donated  funds, 
transfer  from  Federal  agencies,  or  exchange.” 

The  coast  redwood  of  California  is  unique.  In  early  geologic  time 
the  redwood  was  widely  spread  across  the  N  orth  American  Continent 
and  perhaps  throughout  the  world,  but  today  the  coast  redwood  is 
found  only  in  a  narrow  band  along  the  northern  coast  of  California. 
As  a  species,  the  redwoods  are  remnants  of  the  age  of  dinosaurs.  As 
mature  individual  trees,  some  have  been  growing  a  thousand  years 
or  more. 

The  redwood  is  the  earth’s  tallest  living  tree,  commonly  growing 
more  than  200  feet  high,  and  occasionally  more  than  300  feet.  The  tree 
tapers  gently  from  a  heavily  buttressed  base,  free  of  branches  for  a  full 
third  of  its  height.  Trunks  are  occasionally  15  to  20  feet  in  diameter, 
and  exceptional  specimens  are  20  to  25  feet.  The  bark  is  a  cinnamon 
brown  and  deeply  furrowed;  the  evergreen  foliage  on  the  short  branches 
is  light  and  feathery  and  a  soft  green.  The  inspirational  qualities  of 
virgin  stands  of  these  age-old  giants  in  natural  settings  have  stirred 
men  since  they  were  first  discovered.  The  redwood  groves  and  forests 
constitute  some  of  the  most  extraordinary  scenery  in  the  world.  These 
trees  are  indeed  of  national  and  international  significance. 

The  enclosed  bill  will  preserve  some  of  the  most  impressive  virgin 
redwood  groves  and  forests  in  California  for  the  inspiration  and 
enjoyment  of  future  generations.  It  provides  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Redwood  National  Park  composed  of  41,834  acres  in  Del  Norte 
County,  and  approximately  1,600  acres  in  Humboldt  County  as  a 
separate  unit. 

The  portion  of  the  proposed  Redwood  National  Park  in  Del  Norte 
County  will  consist  of  the  Jedediah  Smith  and  Del  Norte  Coast 
Redwoods  State  Parks  (totaling  about  14,000  acres),  about  5  miles 
of  frontage  on  the  Smith  River  north  of  the  Jedediah  Smith  State 
Park,  the  balance  of  the  Mill  Creek  watershed  between  the  State 
parks,  and  a  coastal  strip  southward  from  the  Del  Norte  State  Park 
to  the  mouth  of  the  Klamath  River. 

The  inclusion  of  the  above-mentioned  lands  outside  of  the  two 
State  parks  will  preserve  an  additional  9,190  acres  of  uncut  old- 
growth  redwoods  and  will  provide  protection  of  the  adjacent  water¬ 
shed.  From  our  studies,  it  has  become  evident  that  the  watersheds 
adjacent  to  the  State  parks  are  important  ecological  units  for  the  coast 
redwoods.  Consideration  of  flood  flows,  watershed  orientation,  storm 
movement,  and  soil  relationships  indicate  that  the  species  depends 
not  only  on  its  immediate  environment,  but  also  on  effective  water¬ 
shed  management.  Within  the  watersheds  adjacent  to  the  State  parks 
timber  cutting,  erosion,  mining,  flooding,  and  water  control  projects 
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are  among  the  attritions  and  encroachments.  The  separate  unit  of  the 
Redwood  National  Park  on  Redwood  Creek  in  Humboldt  County 
will  contain  the  tallest  trees  in  the  world,  including  one  giant  that 
soars  367.4  feet  above  the  bottomland  upon  which  it  stands.  In 
addition  to  these  specimen  redwood  trees,  this  unit  of  the  park  will 
contain  sufficient  surrounding  lands  for  visitor  use  and  will  include 
necessary  rights-of-way  for  an  access  road  connecting  with  U.S. 
Highway  101. 

The  establishment  of  the  proposed  Redwood  National  Park  will 
necessitate  the  acquisition  by  the  Federal  Government  of  some 
23,000  acres  of  privately  owned  lands  in  Del  Norte  County.  Such 
acquisition  will  pose  special  problems  to  the  local  economy  because  of 
the  removal  of  a  large  acreage  of  land  from  the  tax  rolls,  and  the 
curtailment  of  timber  cutting  upon  which  the  local  economy  is  based. 

We  estimate  that  such  acquisition  will  result  in  an  immediate  loss  of 
$252,000  in  real  estate  taxes  to  Del  Norte  County,  and  an  immediate 
loss  of  235  jobs  in  the  timber  industry.  After  5  years,  however,  we 
expect  the  stimulating  effect  of  expanding  tourist  businesses  to 
eliminate  the  loss  of  county  revenues  and  to  result  in  a  net  gain  of  355 
jobs  in  the  area.  By  that  time  we  estimate  that,  there  will  be  increased 
visitation  of  950,000  visitor-days  per  year  over  the  present  visitation 
to  the  two  State  parks  within  the  proposed  Redwood  National  Park 
boundary. 

The  establishment  of  the  proposed  park  will  present  adjustment 
problems  for  Del  Norte  County  that  have  not  previously  been  im¬ 
posed  upon  other  local  governments  when  national  park  and  similar 
areas  have  been  established  across  the  country.  The  reason  for  this  is 
that  the  economy  of  Del  Norte  County  is  heavily  dependent  upon  the 
lumber  industry,  and  a  principal  lumber  company  will  be  put  out  of 
business,  thus  displacing  about  4  percent  of  the  county’s  labor  force. 
The  county  government  and  its  local  subdivisions  will  lose  about  10 
percent  of  their  property  tax  revenue,  or  3  percent  of  their  total 
revenue. 

The  enclosed  bill  provides,  therefore,  for  annual  economic  adjust¬ 
ment.  payments  for  a  5-year  period  to  Del  Norte  County  and  its  local 
government  bodies  to  offset  the  immediate  impact  of  land  acquisition 
for  the  park.  The  payments  will  be  equal  to  three-fifths  of  1  percent 
of  the  value  of  all  property  acquired  by  the  United  States  in  Del 
Norte  County  other  than  by  donation  or  with  donated  funds.  After 
the  fifth  year  the  bill  provides  for  a  joint  review  by  the  Secretary  and 
State  and  local  officials  of  the  impact  of  the  establishment  of  the  park 
upon  the  local  economy,  for  the  submission  of  such  review  and  the 
Secretary’s  recommendations  to  the  President,  and  for  the  submission 
of  the  President’s  recommendations  to  the  Congress.  No  payment 
would  be  made  after  the  fifth-year  payment  unless  authorized  by  the 
Congress. 

This  Department  administers  approximately  31,000  acres  of  public 
land  in  the  King  Range  area  of  California  which  is  located  between 
a  large  State  park  (Humboldt  Redwoods  State  Park)  and  the  Pacific 
coast.  Similarly,  the  483-acre  Muir  Woods  National  Monument  near 
San  Francisco  is  contiguous  to  a  large  State  park  (Mount  Tamalpais 
State  Park).  The  bill  authorizes  the  transfer  of  these  areas  to  the 
State  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes.  Due  to  their  proximity 
to  large  State  parks,  we  believe  it  would  be  in  the  interest  of  efficient 
management  for  these  areas  to  be  administered  by  the  State  of 
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California  in  connection  with  its  park  program.  The  annual  cost  to 
the  Department  for  the  administration  of  the  Muir  Woods  National 
Monument  is  approximately  $83,700. 

We  expect  the  State  to  donate  to  the  Federal  Government  the  two 
State  parks  within  the  proposed  Redwood  National  Park.  Should 
the  Congress  authorize  the  addition  to  the  national  park  of  the  lands 
in  Humboldt  County  suggested  in  this  letter,  we  would  also  expect 
the  State  of  California  to  donate  to  the  Federal  Government  the 
Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park.  These  conveyances  of  Federal 
and  State  lands  will  not  be  made  on  an  equal- value  basis,  but  rather 
to  facilitate  the  administration  of  the  park  and  recreational  lands 
involved.  We  understand  that  State  legislation  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  State  land  will  be  needed.  Pending  action  by  the  State 
legislature,  an  interim  agreement  could  be  worked  out  for  coordinated 
management  of  the  State  and  National  park  lands. 

The  estimated  cost  of  acquiring  private  land  and  improvements 
within  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  Del  Norte  County  is  $56  mil¬ 
lion,  based  on  an  April  1966  appraisal.  This  estimate  is  based  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  two  State  parks  within  the  national  park  boundary 
will  be  donated  to  the  Federal  Government.  The  estimated  cost  of 
acquiring  the  land  in  the  Tall  Trees  unit  in  Humboldt  County  is  $4 
million.  The  administrative  cost  to  the  United  States  of  acquiring  the 
land  is  included  in  these  estimates. 

It  is  essential  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be  permitted  to 
acquire  the  standing  redwoods  within  the  park  boundaries  as  rapidly 
as  possible,  especially  if  the  present  annual  harvesting  rate  of  about 
32  million  board  feet  continues.  In  order  that  he  may  do  so,  the  bill 
permits  the  Secretary  to  negotiate  purchases  on  a  deferred  payment 
plan  under  which  the  purchase  price  will  be  paid  in  periodic  install¬ 
ments  over  a  period  of  not  more  than  10  years,  with  interest  on  the 
unpaid  balances  at  not  more  than  4  percent  per  year. 

Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1968,  advance  appropriations  may  be  made 
to  the  land  and  water  conservation  fund  over  an  8-vear  period.  This 
will  permit  the  rapid  acquisition  of  lands  for  this  park. 

As  another  device  to  expedite  land  acquisition,  the  bill  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  enter  into  purchase  contracts  in  advance  of  the  actual 
appropriation  of  funds.  Such  provision  was  included  in  the  acts  estab¬ 
lishing  the  Point  Reyes  National  Seashore  in  California  (76  Stat.  538), 
the  Fire  Island  National  Seashore  in  New  York  (78  Stat.  928),  and  the 
Indiana  Dunes  National  Lakeshore  in  Indiana  (80  Stat.  1309). 

We  estimate  the  cost  of  development  for  the  Redwood  National 
Park  in  Del  Norte  County  to  be  $19,048,000,  of  which  $16,563,200  is 
programed  over  the  first  5  years.  Annual  operating  costs  for  the  park 
in  Del  Norte  County  are  expected  to  be  about  $755,000  after  the 
fifth  year. 

Development  of  the  separate  unit  of  the  park  in  Humboldt  County 
is  expected  to  cost  $1,820,000,  which  is  programed  over  the  first  5 
years.  Annual  operating  costs  for  this  unit  of  the  park  will  be  approx¬ 
imately  $80,000  after  the  fifth  year. 

The  man-years  and  cost-data  statement  (based  on  current  assump¬ 
tions  and  estimates)  required  by  the  act  of  July  25,  1956  (70  Stat. 
652;  5  U.S.C.  642a),  when  annual  expenditures  exceed  $1  million, 
is  enclosed. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  the  presentation  of  this 
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proposed  legislation  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the 
President. 

Sincerely  yours,  Stewart  L.  Udall, 

Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  the 
State  of  California,  to  provide  economic  assistance  to  local  governmental  bodies 
affected  thereby,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
are  to  preserve  in  their  natural  setting  for  the  inspiration  and  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  present  and  future  generations  remaining  virgin  and  old 
growth  stands  of  the  redwoods,  the  tallest  living  trees  in  the  world; 
and  to  provide  an  equitable  means  of  assisting  the  local  economy  in 
making  interim  adjustments  in  connection  therewith. 

Sec.  2.  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  is  author¬ 
ized  to  establish  the  Redwood  National  Park  (hereinafter  referred  to 
as  the  “park”)  in  the  State  of  California.  The  boundaries  of  the  park 
shall  be  as  generally  depicted  on  the  drawing  numbered  NP-RED- 
7102A,  and  dated  February  1967,  which  shall  be  on  file  and  available 
for  public  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park  Service,  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior.  The  Secretary  may  revise  the  boundaries  of 
the  park  from  time  to  time  by  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
a  revised  drawing  or  other  boundary  description,  but  the  total  acreage 
within  the  park  shall  not  be  increased  to  more  than  45,200  acres. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  acquire  lands  or  interests  therein 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  and  not  more  than  five  acres  of  land 
outside  of  the  park  boundaries  in  the  vicinity  of  Crescent  City,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  for  an  administrative  site,  by  donation,  purchase  with  donated 
or  appropriated  funds,  or  exchange.  When  an  individual  tract  of  land 
is  only  partly  within  such  boundaries,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  all 
of  the  tract  m  order  to  avoid  the  payment  of  severance  costs.  Land  so 
acquired  outside  of  the  park  boundaries  may  be  exchanged  by  the 
Secretary  for  non-Federal  lands  within  the  park  boundaries,  and  any 
portion  of  said  land  not  utilized  for  such  exchanges  may  be  disposed  of 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  377;  40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.), 
as  amended.  Any  land  or  interests  therein  owned  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  may  be  acquired  only  by 
donation.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  any  Federal 
property  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  may,  with  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  agency  having  custody  thereof,  be  transferred  without 
consideration  to  the  administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  for 
the  purposes  of  the  park.  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  contracts 
requiring  the  expenditure,  when  appropriated,  of  funds  authorized 
by  section  8  of  this  Act,  but  the  liability  of  the  United  States  under 
any  such  contract  shall  be  contingent  on  the  appropriation  of  funds 
sufficient  to  fulfill  the  obligations  thereby  incurred. 

(b)  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  property  by  exchange, 
the  Secretary  may  accept  title  to  any  non-Federal  property  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  park,  and  outside  of  such  boundaries  within  the 
limits  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  In  exchange  therefor 
the  Secretary  may  convey  to  the  grantor  of  such  property  any 
federally  owned  property  under  his  jurisdiction  in  California  which  he 
classifies  as  suitable  for  exchange  or  other  disposal.  The  values  of  the 


ESTABLISHMENT  OF  THE  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK,  CALIF.  31 

properties  so  exchanged  either  shall  be  approximately  equal,  or  if  they 
are  not  approximately  equal  the  values  shall  be  equalized  by  the 
payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  to  the  Secretary  as  the  circumstances 
require. 

(c)  The  owner  of  land  acquired  with  monetary  consideration  and 
the  Secretary  may  agree  that  the  purchase  price  will  be  paid  in 
periodic  installments  over  a  period  that  does  not  exceed  10  years, 
with  interest  on  unpaid  balances  at  a  rate  not  in  excess  of  the  current 
average  market  yield  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the 
United  States  with  remaining  periods  to  maturity  comparable  to  the 
average  maturities  on  the  installments. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  transfer  to  the  State  of 
California  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to 
not  more  than  31,000  acres  of  land  under  his  jurisdiction  in  the  King 
Range  area  of  California  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes  and, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  is  further 
authorized  to  transfer  to  such  State  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  the  Muir  Woods  National  Monument  in 
Marin  County,  California,  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes: 
Provided,  That  title  to  any  portion  of  the  lands  so  transferred  shall 
automatically  revert  to  the  United  States  upon  a  finding  by  the 
Secretary  that  such  portion  is  being  used  for  other  than  public  park 
and  recreation  purposes. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  economic  adjust¬ 
ment  payments  to  Del  Norte  County  and  local  governmental  bodies 
therein  to  assist  them  in  adjusting  to  tne  consequences  of  the  very 
substantial  change  in  the  land  use  and  to  enable  them  to  undertake, 
in  cooperation  with  the  United  States,  necessary  programs  of  assist¬ 
ance  to  persons,  corporations,  and  associations  so  that  they  may  adjust 
to  the  changed  economic  opportunities  created  by  the  establishment 
of  the  park.  Funds  for  such  payments  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury.  The  first  such 
payment  shall  be  made  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  close  of  the 
first  fiscal  year  in  which  the  Secretary  has  acquired  property  for  the 
park,  and  succeeding  payments  shall  be  made  as  soon  as  practicable 
after  the  close  of  succeeding  fiscal  years.  The  first  payment  and  each 
of  the  next  four  payments  shall  be  equal  to  three-fifths  of  1  percent 
of  the  value  of  all  property  acquired  by  the  United  States  in  Del  Norte 
County  pursuant  to  section  3  of  this  Act,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  as  of  the  date  of  acquisition,  except  that  property  acquired 
by  donation  or  with  donated  funds  shall  not  be  included  in  determining 
such  value. 

(b)  Prior  to  making  any  fiscal  year  payment  authorized  by  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  deduct  from  the  amount 
due  the  recipient  thereof  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount  of  additional 
school  funds  which  the  State  of  California  shows  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Secretary  were  paid  by  the  State  to  such  recipient  during  that 
fiscal  year  under  State  law  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  of  property 
by  the  United  States  pursuant  to  section  3  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary 
shall  pay  the  amount  so  deducted  to  the  State  of  California. 

(c)  Before  the  time  for  making  the  fifth  payment,  the  Secretary 
and  officials  of  the  State,  county,  and  other  local  governments  con¬ 
cerned  shall  jointly  review  the  impact  of  the  establishment  of  the 
park  upon  the  local  economy.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  the  results 

such  review  to  the  President,  together  wi  tli  his  recommendations, 
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and  t lie  President  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  such  recommendations 
as  he  deems  appropriate.  No  payment  shall  be  made  after  the  fifth 
fiscal  year  payment  unless  hereafter  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  economic  ad¬ 
justment  payments  made  pursuant  to  section  5  of  this  Act  shall  be  in 
addition  to  any  other  Federal  aid  which  the  recipients  of  such  pay¬ 
ments  may  be  eligible  to  receive  under  other  Federal  programs  and 
activities. 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  park  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  1916  (39  Stat.  535;  16  U.S.C. 
1-4),  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Sec.  8.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Individual  Views  of  Mr.  Anderson 

I  am  in  full  accord  with  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park.  I  am  deeply  concerned,  however,  with  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  to  authorize  the  conveyance  of  national  forest  land  in  the 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  in  exchange  for  lands  to  be  acquired 
as  a  part  of  the  park. 

The  federally  owned  property  in  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase 
Unit  was  made  national  forest  land  by  the  terms  of  the  Weeks  Act  of 
March  1,  1911  (36  Stat.  961),  under  which  it  was  acquired.  It  has 
always  been  and  should  continue  to  be  treated  just  as  all  other  national 
forest. 

The  question  of  using  federally  owned  timberland  to  trade  off  for 
timberlands  needed  for  other  unrelated  Federal  purposes  has  been 
raised  and  rejected  time  after  time.  It  will  continue  to  be  raised. 

I  am  concerned  that  regardless  of  the  efforts  to  distinguish  the 
creation  of  a  Redwood  National  Park  from  other  Federal  projects  we 
will  not  successfully  keep  down  the  pressures  to  use  national  forest 
lands  as  trading  stock  for  other  Federal  projects  whose  sponsors  will 
claim  that  they  are  too  uniquely  significant. 

The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit,  likeother  national  forestland,  is 
being  administered  for  specific  purposes  which  have  proven  their  worth. 

The  timber  on  the  national  forest  land  in  the  northern  redwood 
purchase  unit  is  being  managed  under  a  sustained-yield  basis.  The 
allowable  cut  is  being  harvested  and  is  presently  available  to  a  number 
of  operators.  To  provide  for  it  to  be  conveyed  to  operators  who  will 
convey  their  lands  for  inclusion  in  the  national  park  will  single  these 
grantors  out  to  make  them  whole  at  the  expense  of  others  who  are  now 
dependent  on  the  purchase  unit  as  a  source  of  part  of  their  supply  of 
logs.  This  is  a  kind  of  “robbing  Peter  to  pay  Paul.” 

The  harvesting  of  the  timber  from  this  national  forest  land  is 
presently  supporting  its  full  contingent  of  jobs.  No  new  jobs  will  be 
created  by  putting  this  land  into  private  ownership. 

The  national  forest  land  in  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit 
is  the  only  federally  owned  redwood  stand  available  for  the  valuable 
research  on  the  management  of  redwoods.  This  research  has  been 
going  on  now  for  some  25  years.  It  still  needs  to  be  continued  even 
after  a  Redwood  National  Park  is  established.  We  can  ill  afford  to 
throw  away  the  future  value  of  this  quarter  of  a  century  of  effort. 

My  feeling  of  concern  over  these  matters  is  such  that  i  am  unalter¬ 
ably  opposed  to  the  inclusion  of  this  provision  to  trade  off  these 
national  forest  lands. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  0 E  TIIE  UNITED  STATES 


October  10, 19G7 

Mr.  Jackson  (for  himself,  Mr.  Bible,  and  Mr.  Ivuciiel)  introduced  the  fol¬ 
lowing  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 


October  12, 1967 

Reported  by  Mr.  Kucher,  without  amendment 


To  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 

in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes. 
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1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresenta- 
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2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  preserve  in  their  natural 

4  setting,  for  the  inspiration  and  enjoyment  of  present  and 

5  future  generations,  remaining  virgin  and  old  growth  stands 
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6  of  the  redwoods,  the  tallest  living  trees  in  the  world. 

7  Sec.  2.  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the 
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g  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
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9  “Secretary”)  is  authorized  to  establish  the  Redwood  National 

10  Park  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “park”)  in  the  State 

11  of  California.  The  boundaries  of  the  park  shall  be  as  gen¬ 
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erally  depicted  on  the  drawing  numbered  NF-RED-7112, 
and  dated  October  1967,  which  shall  be  on  file  and  available 
for  public  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park 
Service,  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  Secretary  may 
revise  the  boundaries  of  the  park  from  time  to  time  by  pub¬ 
lication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  a  revised  drawing  or  other 
boundary  description,  but  the  total  acreage  within  the  park 
shall  not  be  increased  to  more  than  sixty-four  thousand  acres, 
exclusive  of  submerged  lands. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  acquire  lands  or  interests 
therein  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  and  not  more  than 
ten  acres  of  land  outside  of  the  park  boundaries  in  the  vicin¬ 
ity  of  Crescent  City,  California,  and  Orick,  California,  for 
two  administrative  sites  of  not  more  than  five  acres  each, 
by  donation,  purchase  with  donated  or  appropriated  funds, 
or  exchange.  When  an  individual  tract  of  land  is  only  partly 
within  such  boundaries,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  all  or  any 
portion  of  the  land  outside  of  such  boundaries  in  order  to 
minimize  the  payment  of  severance  costs.  Land  so  acquired 
outside  of  the  park  boundaries  may  be  exchanged  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  non-Federal  lands  within  the  park  boundaries. 
Any  land  or  interests  therein  owned  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  may  he  acquired 
only  by  donation.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  any  Federal  property  located  within  the  boundaries  of 
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the  park  may,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  agency  having 
custody  thereof,  he  transferred  without  consideration  to  the 
administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes 
of  the  park.  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  contracts  requir¬ 
ing  the  expenditure,  when  appropriated,  of  funds  authorized 
by  section  6  of  this  Act,  but  the  liability  of  the  United  States 
under  any  such  contract  shall  he  contingent  on  the  appropri¬ 
ation  of  funds  sufficient  to  fulfill  the  obligations  thereby 
incurred. 

(b)  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  property  by 
exchange,  the  Secretary  may  accept  title  to  any  non-U ederal 
property  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park,  and  outside  of 
such  boundaries  within  the  limits  prescribed  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  such  property  from  the 
grantor  by  exchange  for  any  federally  owned  property  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  which  he  classifies  as  suitable  for  exchange  or  other 
disposal,  or  any  federally  owned  property  he  may  designate 
within  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  in  Del  Norte 
Comity,  California.  The  values  of  the  properties  so  exchanged 
either  shall  be  approximately  equal,  or  if  they  are  not  ap¬ 
proximately  equal  the  value  shall  be  equalized  by  the 
payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  to  the  Secretary  as  the 
circumstances  require.  Through  the  exercise  of  his  exchange 
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authority,  the  Secretary  shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  mini¬ 
mize  economic  dislocation  and  the  disruption  of  the  grantor’s 
commercial  operations. 

(c)  The  owner  of  land  acquired  with  monetary  con¬ 
sideration  and  the  Secretary  may  agree  that  the  purchase 
price  will  he  paid  in  periodic  installments  over  a  period 
that  does  not  exceed  ten  years,  with  interest  on  unpaid 
balances  at  a  rate  not  in  excess  of  the  current  average  market 
yield  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United 
States  with  remaining  periods  to  maturity  comparable  to  the 
average  maturities  on  the  installments. 


Sec.  4.  (a)  Any  owner  or  owners  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  “owner”)  of  improved  property  on  the 
date  of  its  acquisition  by  the  Secretary  may,  as  a  condition 
of  such  acquisition,  retain  for  themselves  and  their  successors 
or  assigns  a  right  of  use  and  occupancy  of  the  improved 
property  for  noncommercial  residential  purposes  for  a  def¬ 
inite  term  not  to  exceed  twenty-five  years,  or,  in  lieu  thereof, 
for  a  term  ending  at  the  death  of  the  owner,  or  the  death 
of  his  spouse,  whichever  is  the  later.  The  owner  shall  elect 
the  term  to  he  reserved.  The  Secretary  shall  pay  to  the 
owner  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  on  the  date  of 
such  acquisition  less  the  fair  market  value  on  such  date  of 
the  right  retained  by  the  owner. 

(b)  A  right  of  use  and  occupancy  retained  pursuant  to 
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this  section  sliall  be  subject  to  termination  by  the  Secretary 
upon  bis  determination  that  such  use  and  occupancy  is  being 
exercised  in  a  manner  not  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  and,  upon  tender  to  the  holder  of  the  right  an 
amount  equal  to  the  fair  market  value  of  that  portion  of  the 
right  which  remains  unexpired,  such  right  of  use  and  oc¬ 
cupancy  shall  terminate  by  operation  of  law. 

(c)  The  term  “improved  property”,  as  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion,  shall  mean  a  detached,  noncommercial  residential  dwell¬ 
ing,  the  construction  of  which  was  begun  before  October  9, 
1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the  land  on  which  the  dwell¬ 
ing  is  situated,  the  said  land  being  in  the  same  ownership  as 
the  dwelling,  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate  to  be  reason¬ 
ably  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  dwelling  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  noncommercial  residential  use,  together  with  any 
structures  accessory  to  the  dwelling  which  are  situated  on  the 
land  so  designated. 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  park  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  1916 
(39  Stat.  535;  16  TT.S.CL  1-4),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented. 

Sec.  6.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$100,000,000  for  land  acquisition  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 
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OF  INTEREST  to  the  department  of  agri  culture 


UNITED  STATE$\EPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON,  D,  Ck  '  20250 

OFFICIAL  BU$INE$SN 


POSTAGE  A*JD  FEES  PAID 
•  U.S*  DEPARTMENT  0/  AGRICULTURE 


OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
OR  INFORMATION  ONLYj 
,.OT  TO  BE  QUOTED  OR  CITED) 


Issrfed  Oct,  30,  196? 

For  actions  of  Oct.  27,  1967 

90th-lstj  Wo.  17U 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  ^reported  poverty  bill.  Re^.  Whitten  criticized 
/discrepancies  in  the  figures  used' by  the  executive  and  legislative  branches  for 
agricultural  appropriations.”  Senate  passed  measure  for  Balanced  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Commission. 

HOUSE 

!•  POVERTY.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  reported  with  amemjment  S.  2388, 
the  poverty  bill  (H,  Rept.  866),  p.  Hlhl39 

Rep.  Bow/criticized  money  spent  by  OEO  "advertising  itself.”  \pp.  H1L133-3L 

2.  FEED  GRAIWSo  Rep.  Findley  criticized  the  proposed  1968  feed  grains  program  and 

urged  ^Congressional  review  of  the  Feed  Grain  Act.  p,.Hlii.l33 

3.  IMPORT  QUOTAS,  Rep.  Whalen  expressed  opposition  to  the  proposed  import  quotas 
inserted  a  telegram  from  the  U.  'S.  Council  of  the  International  Chamb^  of 

Commerce,  Inc.,  stating  its  opposition,  p.  H1R133 

*  * 

HIGHWAYS.  Rep.  Cramer  urged  resumption  of  joint  House-Senate  hearings  on  the 
proposed  highway  construction  cutback,  p.  H1R135 


AGRICULTURAL  APPRO PRIA 11 01JS  •  Rep.  Whitten  criticized  "discrepencies  in  the 
figures  used  by  the  executive  and  legislative  branches  for  agricultural 
Dpropriations"  and  the  "inaccurate”  reporting  by  the  press,  'pp.  H11RL35- 


6.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM .  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  on  Mon.  the  House /till 
consider  the  bill  to  reduce  the  extra-long  staple  cotton  quota,  p. 


7.  AD J CURLED^ until  Mon.,  Oct.  30.  p.  Hliil39 

SENATE 


8.  MANPOWER  DEVELOPMENT.  Passed  as  reported  S.  1602,  to  establish  a  Northwest 
Regional  .Services  Corp.  to  provide  a  number  of  training  centers  and  programs, 
pp.  S15U17-25 


9.  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT^  Passed  as  reported  S.  J.  Res.  6£,  to  establish  a 
Commission  on  Balanced  Economic  Development,  pp.  S15U62-6 


10.  FISHERY  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  S,  17 98, /to  authorize  the  Interior 
Department  to  make  loans  uo  fishermen's  cooperatives,  pp.  S15U25-6 


C 


11.  FISHERY  RESOURCES.  Passed  asVeported  S.  J./les.  103,  to  direct  the  Interior 
Department  to  survey  the  coastis/  and  fresl^water  commercial  fishery  resources, 
pp.  S 1512 7-8 


12.  REDWOOD  PARK.  Sen.  Anderson  et  al  submitted  an  amendment  to  S.  2515,  to  estab¬ 
lish  the  Redxoood  National  Park,  which  wuld  delete  the  authority,  .to  trade 
redwood  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service  for  private  lands, 
p.  S15U29  .  .  . 


13.  TAXATION,  Sen.  Proxmire  spoke,  xn  opposition  to  the  proposed  tax  increase  and 
inserted  several  articles  on/this  subject.  \p.  S15U29-32 


lli.  ECONOMY.  Sen.  S tennis  statebd,  "I  have  been  concerned  for  a  long  time  about 

increased  inflation  as  it  affects  the  buying  powdr  of  the  consumer  as  well  as 
the  other  disturbing  ijaffluences  it  has  on  the  economy,"  and  inserted  an 


article,  "Family  Budget  a  Distress  Signal."  p.  Sl5h68 


15.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  X*  10196,  the  Labor-Hew 
appropriation  bi/1,  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Resident,  pp.  Sl5U35r4|2 


16.  JOB  CORPS.  S<n/.  Lausche  criticized  the  Job  Corps  and  stated  "It  cost  $11,000 
a  year  to  tpain  ai^d  take  care  of  a  dropout."  p.  S15UU2 


17.  BUDGETING/  Sen,  Proxmire  stated,  "Congress  must  insist  that  the  Administration 
employ  alternative  discount  rates  for  public  works  and  other  spending  requests. 
And  Cohgress  must  use  these  analysis  techniques  to  develop  for  itself  some 
rational  system  of  budgeting  priorities."  p.  S15U51 


18.  FA^MS.  Sen.  Nelson  commended  a  160  year  old  farm  in  iTisc.  and  inserted 
irticle ,  "They  Like  it  Down  on  the  Farm."  pp.  S15U52-3 

194  Jo4  TRAINING,  Sen.  Hartke  spoke  in  favor  of  his  bill  S.  2li29,  the  "human  in-\ 
vestment  tax  credit"  bill  which  is  designed  to  "spur  the  efforts  of  the  prival 
sector  of  industry  in  training  or  upgrading  skills  in  on-the-job  training." 

P.  S15U57 


90th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  2515 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

October  27, 1967 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Anderson  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Aiken,  Mr.  Ellendee  and  Mr.  Stennis)  to  S.  2515,  a 
bill  to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Eedwood  National 
Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  8,  line  19,  change  the  comma  to  a  period  and 

2  strike  the  remainder  of  the  sentence  through  the  period  in 

3  line  21. 


Amdt.  No.  426 
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October  27,  1967 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


AUTHORIZATION  OP  SALE  OF  CER¬ 
TAIN  LANDS  UNDER  THE  JURIS¬ 
DICTION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE 

HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  intro 
duceVor  appropriate  reference  a  bill 
which 'would  authorize  the  sale  of  cer 
tain  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Since  assuming  office  in  January  of 
this  year,  several  instances  have  been 
brought  to  my\attention  where  owners 
of  land  adjoining  national  forest  lands 
have  made  substantial  improvements  on 
those  lands,  believing  in  all  good  faith 
that  they  were  the  true  owners.  In  sub¬ 
sequent  resurveys  by  tns  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  portions  of  Dhese  lands  have 
been  shown  to  be  included  in  national 
forest  territory. 

Some  remedy  should  certainly  be 
available  to  these  landholder^ who  in 
good  faith  have  made  improvemimts  on 
lands  which  they  thought  to  be  theirs. 

The  bill  I  introduce  today  would  allow 
them  to  purchase,  for  fair  market  vame, 
the  land,  up  to  120  acres,  upon  which  im 
provements  have  been  made  by  an  ad¬ 
jacent  landowner  under  the  mistaken  be¬ 
lief  that  he  was  the  owner  thereof  at  the 
time  such  improvements  were  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  .  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  2595)  to  authorized  the  sale 
of  certain  lands  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Hansen,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


AUTHORIZATION  OF  ESTABLISH¬ 
MENT  OF  REDWOOD  NATIONAL 

PARK,  CALIF.— AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT  NO.  426 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself,  Mr.  Aiken,  Mr.  El- 
lender,  and  Mr.  Stennis,  I  submit  an 
amendment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
us,  jointly,  to  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  author¬ 
ize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood 
National  Park  in  the  State  of  California, 
and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask  that  it  be 
printed  and  lie  on  the  table.  It  will  be 
presented  at  a  proper  time  when  S.  2515 
is  being  considered  by  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
effect  of  my  amendment  would  be  to  de¬ 
lete  the  authority  to  trade  redwood  lands 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  For 
est  Service  for  private  lands.  This  pro¬ 
vision  was  approved  by  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  hi  the  bill 
establishing  the  Redwood  National  Park, 
S.  2515. 

First  let  me  say  that  the  committee 
bill,  introduced  by  Senator  Jackson,  de¬ 
fines  a  park  which  I  wholeheartedly  sup¬ 
port.  Chairman  Jackson  and  Senator 
Kuchel  have  done  a  commendable  job 
with  a  very  difficult  problem. 

I  am  deeply  concerned,  however,  with 
the  committee  amendment  to  authorize 
the  conveyance  of  national  forest  land 
in  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit 


in  exchange  for  lands  to  be  acquired  as 
a  part  of  the  park.  The  federally  owned 
property  in  the  northern  redwood  pur¬ 
chase  unit  was  made  national  forest  land 
by  the  terms  of  the  Weeks  Act  of  March 
1,  1911  (36  Stat.  961) ,  under  which  it  was 
acquired.  It  has  always  been  and  should 
continue  to  be  treated  just  as  all  other 
national  forests. 

The  question  of  using  federally  owned 
timberland  to  trade  off  for  timberlands 
needed  for  other  unrelated  Federal  pur¬ 
poses  has  been  raised  and  rejected  time 
after  time.  If  it  continues  to  be  raised, 
I  hope  it  will  be  rejected  each  time. 

I  am  concerned  that  regardless  of  the 
efforts  to  distinguish  the  creation  of  a 
Redwood  National  Park  from  other  Fed¬ 
eral  projects  we  will  not  successfully  keep 
down  the  pressures  to  use  national  forest 
lands  as  trading  stock  for  other  Federal 
projects  whose  sponsors  will  claim  that 
they  are  also  uniquely  significant. 

The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit, 
like  other  national  forest  land,  is  being 
administered  for  specific  purposes,  which 
have  proven  their  worth. 

The  timber  on  the  national  forest  land 
in  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit 
is  being  managed  under  a  sustained- 
yield  basis.  The  allowable  cut  is  being 
harvested  and  is  presently  available  to  a 
number  of  operators.  To  provide  for  it  to 
be  conveyed  to  operators  who  will  convey 
their  lands  for  inclusion  in  the  national 
park  will  single  these  grantors  out  to 
make  them  whole  at  the  expense  of 
others  who  are  now  dependent  on  the 
purchase  unit  as  a  source  of  part  of  their 
supply  of  logs.  This  is  a  kind  of  “robbing 
Peter  to  pay  Paul.” 

The  harvesting  of  the  timber  from  this 
national  forest  land  is  presently  support¬ 
ing  its  full  contingent  of  jobs.  No  new 
jobs  will  be  created  by  putting  this  land 
into  private  ownership. 

The  national  forest  land  in  the  north¬ 
ern  redwood  purchase  unit  is  the  only 
federally  owned  redwood  stand  available 
for  the  valuable  research  on  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  redwoods.  This  research  has 
been  going  on  now  for  some  25  years.  It 
still  needs  to  be  continued  even  after  a 
Redwood  National  Park  is  established. 
We  can  ill  afford  to  throw  away  the  fu¬ 
ture  value  of  this  quarter  of  a  century 
of  effort. 

My  feeling  of  concern  over  these  mat¬ 
ters  is  such  that  I  am  unalterably  op¬ 
posed  to  the  inclusion  of  this  provision  to 
trade  off  these  national  forest  lands. 
Therefore  I  offer  my  amendment  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSOR  OF 
RESOLUTION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  that,  at  its  next 
printing,  the  name  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]  be 
added  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  resolution 
(S.  Res.  180)  seeking  U.S.  initiative  to 
assure  United  Nations  Security  Council 
consideration  of  Vietnam  conflict,  which 
I  believe  brings  the  number  of  cospon¬ 
sors  to  57  or  58. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  /tHE 

APPENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  consent, 
addresses,  editorials,  articles/etc.,  were 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appendix,  as 
follows : 

By  Mr.  JAVITS: 

Address  entitled  “Not  B/ Might,”  delivered 
by  Dr.  John  Slawson  at/annual  meeting  of 
American  Jewish  Committee,  August  1,  1967. 

Article  entitled  “V.'mety  Clubs  Unanimous; 
All-Out  in  Praise  of/a  Member  of  the  Fourth 
Estate,”  relating  to  Anne  Mcllhenney  Mat¬ 
thews,  columnist;  Buffalo  'Courier-Express, 
Buffalo,  N.Y. 

Statement  J6y  Senator  Javits  relating  to 
golden  annj/ersary  of  the  Play  Schools  As¬ 
sociation. 

'r.  THURMOND: 

Article  entitled  “Once  Again  IRS  Is  Play¬ 
ing  Politics  With  Tax  Exemptions,”  written 
by  JUalph  de  Toledano,  and  published  in 
line  Human  Events,  for  October  27, 

18 " 

Article  entitled  “Mining  Haiphong,”  writ¬ 
ten  by  Edith  Kermit  Roosevelt,  and  published 
in  the  Shreveport,  La.,  Journal,  of  October 
21,  1967. 

Article  entitled  “Communists  Try  Harder, 
Fleming  Says  in  Warning,”  written  by  Mary 
Sue  Floyd,  and  published  in  the  Spartan¬ 
burg,  S.C.,  Herald,  of  October  13,  1967. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  pro¬ 
ceed  for  6  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  is  recognized. 


LATEST  PRICE  RISE  NO  REASON 
FOR  TAX  INCREASE 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  the 
administration’s  reaction  to  the  latest 
increase  in  the  consumer  price  index  is 
as  predictable  as  Pavlov’s  dog.  The  index 
increased  two-tenths  of  1  percent  last 
month,  so  the  administration  has  argued 
this  confirms  the  basis  for  their  plea  for 
a  tax  increase. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
ktruth.  Once  again,  a  careful  and  thought- 
1  analysis  of  the  nature  of  the  price 
inly- ease  should  confirm  precisely  the 
ite. 

:  the  facts : 

onsumer  price  index  increased 
in  September — up  0.2  percent  from  Au¬ 
gust,  ana\2.6  percent  from  September 
1966.  Food 'prices  declined  0.6  percent, 
FwHich  is  a  major  decline,  while  prices 
of  all  items  lessfood  increased  0.5  per¬ 
cent,  which  is  a  »arge  increase.  Substan¬ 
tial  price  increase^occurred  for  apparel, 
1.1  percent,  and  for  medical  care,  0.7 
percent. 

The  preliminary  wholesale  price  index 
in  October  was  at  the  ssune  level  as  in 
August  and  down  slightlySfrom  October 
1966.  Prices  of  industrial \iommo dities 
increased  0.2  percent  in  bothSSeptember 
and  October,  and  in  October  they  were 
1.3  percent  above  a  year  ago.  Bv  stage 
of  processing,  price  developments,  have 
been  diverse.  Crude  material  prices  in 
September  were  down  0.5  percent 
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August,  4  percent  from  June,  and  7.2 
percent  from  September  1966.  On  the 
other-hand,  September  prices  of  finished 
goods  were  up  0.2  percent  from  August 
and  0.6  percent  from  a  year  ago. 

Obvious}^  the  reason  is  this  difference 
in  the  enortnous  increase  in  costs  that 
is  going  onV There  is  no  excess  in 
demand  over  Capacity  of  our  planning 
and  manpower  fco  supply  that  demand. 
Costs  are  pushingVrices  up  and  the  tax 
increase  would  add  th, those  costs. 

Price  increases  continue  to  be  a  major 
economic  problem  even,  though  manu¬ 
facturing  output  as  a  percent  of  capacity 
utilization  fell  even  further  in  the  third 
quarter  to  83.8  percent-Mown  from 
84.7  percent  in  the  second  Nmarter  of 
this  year,  and  substantially  below  the 
90.6  percent  level  in  the  third  Nauarter 
of  1966. 

These  are  very  significant  statfttics. 
The  degree  of  utilization  of  capacity  has 
been  falling  quarter  after  quarter. 

The  total  output  of  the  economy  in  the'1 
third  quarter  was  only  about  2  y2  percent 
above  its  level  of  a  year  earlier.  More¬ 
over,  the  overall  unemployment  rate  in 
September  rose  to  4.1  percent — its  high¬ 
est  level  since  November  1965.  The  aver¬ 
age  weekly  hours  of  all  private  produc¬ 
tion  and  nonsupervisory  workers  in 
September  was  half  an  hour  below  the 
level  of  a  year  ago. 

EXPLANATION 

The  explanation  for  the  continuation 
in  the  general  price  advance  is  com¬ 
plex — having  its  roots  in  the  past,  in 
anticipation  about  the  future,  and  in 
long-term  structural  changes  in  con¬ 
sumer  demand,  particularly  toward  more 
medical  care  and  services. 

After  a  long  period  of  relative  stability, 
wholesale  prices  rose  3.8  percent  from 
August  1965  to  August  1966,  and  con¬ 
sumer  prices  rose  3.5  percent.  We  are 
now  experiencing  the  effects  of  that  ac¬ 
celeration  in  the  form  of  higher  labor 
costs  and  higher  prices  of  intermediate 
and  final  goods. 

In  regard  to  the  future,  many  firms 
believe  that  demand  is  strengthening 
and  that  now  is  strategically  the  time 
to  raise  prices  in  an  attempt  to  recover 
their  previously  higher  margins.  This 
development  has  probably  been  spurred/ 
by  the  frequent  and  dire  predictions  by 
the  administration  that  prices  will  rise 
2  y2  to  3  percent  in  the  year  ahead  attest, 
and  4  to  6  percent  if  the  surchqf-ge  is 
not  enacted.  / 

Prices  of  consumer  services, /fis  meas¬ 
ured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  rose 
4.2  percent  between  September  1966  and 
September  1967.  This  accounted  for  more 
than  half  of  the  increase  in  the  total 
consumer  price  index.  Medical  care  serv¬ 
ice  prices  were  up  8.7'  percent.  Demand 
pressures,  spurred  by  medicare  and  medi¬ 
caid,  have  been  v^fy  great  and  promise 
to  continue  for  the  indefinite  future. 

The  proposed  tax  increase  will  not  slow 
this  down.  The  need  for  more  man  and 
woman  power  in  the  health  field  is  a  long¬ 
term,  immense  need  that  will  not  be 
effected  significantly  by  a  10-percent  in¬ 
crease  jn  taxes. 

There  is  a  shortage  of  doctors,  nurses, 
and'hospital  beds  which  will  take  years 
and  years  and  not  a  few  months  to  cor- 
/ect.  We  are  going  to  have  this  crisis  in 


1,  as  the 
guested  at'  the  begin- 
;e  country  would  be 
rt  least  a  mild  re- 


the  health  field  regardless  of  how  we  act 
on  the  tax  increase. 

But  the  administration’s  analysis  has 
been  especially  faulty  in  dealing  with  the 
increase  in  consumer  durables.  Here  they 
say  is  precisely  where  a  tax  increase 
would  have  its  most  telling  effect  in 
stemming  demand  and  holding  down 
prices. 

But  the  fact  is,  Mr.  President,  that  de¬ 
mand  is  right  now  deficient,  not  exces¬ 
sive,  in  consumer  durables.  Our  factories 
are  operating  much  further  below  capac¬ 
ity  than  they  were  before  prices  started 
to  rise.  In  relation  to  the  capacity  of  our 
manpower  and  productive  facilities  to 
meet  it,  demand  has  been  falling. 

Hours  per  week  of  work  are  still  low — 
close  to  the  lowest  in  6  years.  Unemploy¬ 
ment  is  still  relatively  high.  And  produc¬ 
tion  in  relation  to  capacity — the  crucial 
measure — is  steadily  and  relentlessly 
falling  quarter  after  quarter.  Further¬ 
more,  the  stimulation  anticipated  from 
_the  Vietnam  war  has  not  developed  in 
le  latter  half  of  1967  as  I  will  show  in 
a ''separate  analysis  this  morning  and  it 
is  unlikely  to  develop. 

Altogether,  Mr.  President,  the  call  for 
a  tax  increase  cannot  be  said  to  be  sup 
ported  BV  the  latest  consumer  price  ds 
The  economic  case  is  weakening/ not 
strengthening,  as  time  passes.  The  Con¬ 
gress  has  been  right  in  not  passing  the 
tax  increase.  Had  we  acted  to  /make  the 
tax  increase  effective  last  Jr 
administration  re 
ning  of  the  year, 
suffering  today  from> 
cession. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask/tmXnimous  consent 
that  an  analysis  by  the  department  of 
Labor  and  one  table  be  pop  ted  in  the 
Record. 

There  being/o  objection,  thiSmaterial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  \Jecord, 
as  follows:  / 

Prices  in  September  1967 

PRELIMINARY  OCTOBER  TRENDS 

Prices  increased  in  September  at  both  rets 
and  Wholesale  levels,  the  United  States  I,abor' 
irtment’s  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  re¬ 
nted  today.  The  Consumer  Price  Index 
fent  up  0.2  percent  despite  lower  food  prices. 
At  117.1  (1957-59  =  100),  the  index  stood  2.6 
percent  above  a  year  ago. 

The  Wholesale  Price  Index  showed  a  0.1 
percent  increase,  although  farm  products 
continued  to  drop.  Processed  food  and  feeds 
were  higher,  and  industrial  commodities, 
especially  lumber  and  metals,  increased  sig¬ 
nificantly.  The  wholesale  Price  Index  stood 
at  106.2  (1957-59  =  100),  which  was  still  0.6 
percent  below  a  year  ago  primarily  because  of 
a  drop  in  farm  product  and  food  prices  over 
the  year.  Delayed  harvests  of  vegetables 
flooded  the  markets  and  caused  prices  to  drop 
sharply.  Hogs,  chickens,  oilseeds,  and  leaf 
tobacco  also  declined. 

Preliminary  data  for  October  indicate  a 
decline  of  0.1  percent  in  the  Wholesale  Price 
Index  because  of  lower  farm  and  food  prices. 
A  further  rise  of  0.2  percent  in  average  prices 
of  industrial  commodities  is  indicated,  with 
many  products  moving  up,  and  only  gasoline 
and  lumber  declining  seasonally. 

CONSUMER  PRODUCTS 

A  further  boost  in  apparel  prices  on  the 
introduction  of  new  fall  and  winter  lines 
was  a  major  cause  of  the  rise  in  average 
prices  of  consumer  products.  Womens’  and 
girls’  apparel,  in  particular,  bore  2  per¬ 
cent  higher  price  tags  reflecting  about  twice 


the  usual  seasonal  advance  in  September. 
With  sales  running  well  ahead  of  a  year  ago, 
and  some  increase  in  production  and  mar/ 
keting  costs,  these  prices  have  gone  up  by  , 
average  of  iy2  percent  over  the  past  year, 
and  the  increase  for  men’s  and  boys’  apparel 
has  been  only  slightly  less. 

Retail  gasoline  prices  averaged  D'percent 
higher  last  month  when  incre/es  were 
posted  in  several  large  cities  despite  the 
beginning  of  seasonal  reductions  at  whole¬ 
sale.  Used  car  prices  also  continued  to  climb, 
and  tires  were  raised  further.  Seasonal  in¬ 
creases  took  place  for  coal  and  fuel  oil, 
and  there  were  additional/advances  in  prices 
of  furniture  and  appliances.  New  car  prices 
dropped  somewhat  more  than  usual  for 
September,  as  1967  models  were  cleared  out. 
(1968  model  priceMwill  be  reflected  first  in 
the  October  indexes.) 

Food  prices  a/eraged  lower  because  of  a 
belated  seasonal  drop  for  nearly  all  fresh 
vegetables  as  abundant  supplies  finally 
reached  the'  market.  Apple  and  grape  price 
also  fell,  >out  citrus  fruits  were  generally 
higher.  Meats  averaged  about  unchanged  as 
an  adi/nce  in  beef  prices  was  nearly  offset 
by  lower  pork  prices.  Eggs  showed  a  contra- 
sea^einal  decline. 

CONSUMER  SERVICES 

Charges  for  medical  services  continued  up¬ 
ward,  with  increases  in  doctors’  and  dentists’ 
fees  and  hospital  service  charges.  Home  re¬ 
pairs  and  maintenance  cost  more,  and  resi¬ 
dential  property  taxes  and  insurance  were 
raised.  Widespread  increases  also  took  place 
in  residential  rents,  and  in  hotel  and  motel 
room  rates. 

Electric  rate  increases  went  into  effect  in 
several  cities.  Golf  and  bowling  fees  were 
raised,  automobile  insurance  and  parking  lot 
rates  went  up,  and  charges  for  film  develop¬ 
ing  and  printing  increased. 

INDUSTRIAL  MATERIALS  AND  EQUIPMENT 

Prices  were  raised  in  September  on  87  out 
of  225  classes  of  industrial  products.  They 
declined  for  38  and  averaged  unchanged  for 
100  classes.  The  most  important  increases 
were  for  lumber,  plywood,  and  steel.  Some 
textile,  rubber,  and  copper  products,  as  well 
as  motor  trucks  also  showed  higher  prices. 
The  principal  price  declines  were  for  Gulf 
coast  gasoline  and  such  chemical  products  as 
plastic  resins  and  pesticides. 

While  demand  for  softwood  lumber  and 
plywood  was  stimulated  by  the  continued  rise 
in  homebuilding  activity,  supplies  of  West¬ 
ern  softwoods,  in  particular,  were  curtailed 
□y  a  temporary  closing  of  forests  to  logging 
operations  in  the  Northwest.  As  a  result,  soft- 
woHd  plywood  prices  jumped  nearly  10  per- 
centNnnd  softwood  lumber  3 y2  percent.  In 
October,  however,  both  lumber  and  plywood 
have  begun  their  seasonal  decline. 

Previously  announced  price  increases  for 
a  number  of  semi-finished  and  finished  steel 
products  went  into  effect  in  September.  Over 
the  past  yea\  prices  have  been  raised  on 
products  accounting  for  about  36  percent  of 
total  steel  shipments,  causing  steel  mill  prod¬ 
ucts  to  average  l.lNercent  higher  than  a  year 
ago.  Prices  of  several  copper  products  were 
raised  in  Sep tember\  when  manufacturers 
had  to  pay  higher  prices  in  the  secondary  or 
import  markets  because  nf  the  domestic  cop¬ 
per  strike.  Several  rubber  woducts,  including 
conveyor  belting,  industrialxiose,  and  rubber 
sheet,  also  were  marked  up  price  as  an 
aftermath  of  the  recent  wage  Ncrease  in  the 
rubber  industry. 

Motor  truck  prices  rose  almostNl  percent 
last  month  on  1967  models.  Prices  ofvthe  1968 
models  of  new  passenger  cars  and  trucks  will 
not  show  up  in  the  price  indexes  unN  the 
October  indexes  are  available. 

COST-OF-LIVING  ADJUSTMENTS 

About  85,000  workers  will  receive  pay  in' 
creases  as  a  result  of  the  rise  in  the  national 
Consumer  Price  Index  between  June  and 
September.  For  67,000  the  increase  will  be  2 
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HIGHLIGHT:  House  passed  bill  to  Reduce  import  quota  oi\extra-long  staple  cotton. 
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HOUSE 

1.  COTTON.  Passedy274-64,  with  amendments  H.  R.  10915,  to  reduc£\the  present 

quota  on  extraf-long  staple  cotton  imports  from  nations  which  have  severed  diplo¬ 
matic  relations  with -the  U.  S.  (pp.  H14 142-58).  Rejected,  101-244,  a  motion 
by  Rep.  Teague,  Calif.,  to  recommit  the  bill  (pp.  H14156-7). 

2.  RESEARCiy'  Received  from  the  Government  Operations  Committee  a  report ,  \*Better 

Management  of  Research  Equipment  Procurement  and  Utilization  in  Federal\Labora- 
tori/s"  (H.  Rept.  867).  p.  H14208 

3.  AIJc  POLLUTION.  Several  Representatives  spoke  in  favor  of  the  proposed  Air 
fuality  Act  of  1967.  pp.  H14191-2,  H14195,  H14201,  H14204,  H14206 


'  SPENDING.  Rep.  Mathias,  Md. ,  inserted  the  fourth  and  fifth  in  a  series  of  arti¬ 
cles  on  "The  Great  Dollar  Throwaway,"  in  support  of  legislation  to  create  a 


Hoover-type  commission  to  study  Government  spending,  pp.  H14164-7 


^LL  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Steiger,  Wise.,  stated  that  it  is  not  the  intent  of  title 
I\of  the  proposed  Economic  Opportunity  Act  amendments  to  shift  the  Smal,*  Busi¬ 
ness^  Administration  to  the  Commerce  Department,  pp.  H14170-1 


6 . .  TAXATIOl 
surtax 


Rep.  Fraser  urged  "swift  passage"  of  the  President's  10- 
roposal.  p.  H14199 


program  of 
Exchange  Act" 


7.  COMMODITY  EXCHANGES.  Rep.  Anderson,  Tenn.  ,  urged  "continuing 

moderate  regulation  under  the  needed  amendments  to  the  Commoc 
as  provided  ir\H.  R.  11930.  pp.  H14203-4 

8.  MEAT  INSPECTION.  \Rep.  Smith,  Iowa,  inserted  a  staten  'Betty  Furness,  special 

assistant  to  the  President  for  consumer  affairs,  anc  articles  in  support 

of  pending  legislation  to  amend  the  Meat  Inspection  pp.  H14204-6 

9.  CREDIT  UNIONS.  Rep.  Artmmzio  commended  Rep.  Patman  i  aid  to  the  Nation's 

credit  unions,  pp.  Hl4^.06-7 


10.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  "Wily  Digest"  states  /. hat  the  House  will  consider  on(* 
Tues,  the  meat  inspection  brsll.  p.  D971 


SENATE 


11.  REDWOOD  PARK.  S,  2515,  to  establish  the  Redwood  National  Park,  Calif.,  was  made 
the  pending  business  (p.  S15534).  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  number  of  letters  and 
articles  pro  and  con  on  the  bill  (pp.  S15507-11). 


12.  WATERSHEDS. Received  from  this  Department  reports  on  various  watershed  pro¬ 

jects  with  a  statement  that  no  action  wiri  be  taken  on  these  projects  until 
legislation  is  enacted  dealing/with  the  committee-veto  issue;  to  Agriculture  anc 
Forestry  and  Public  Works  Committees,  p.  S15474 


13.  BUTTER.  Sen.  Mondale  inserted  two  articles  in  support  of  his  bill  S.  2527,  to 
encourage  the  movement  pf  butter  into  domestic  commercial  markets  by  effecting 
a  reduction  in  prices  tfo  consumers  by  payment  made\to  processors  of  butterfat 
used  in  butter.  pp./S15512-4  V 


14.  EXPENDITURES.  Sen,  Proxmire  stated,  "The  voter  is  realizing  the  need  for  some 
sort  of  Government  spending  priorities.  Budget  cuts  canhpt  be  indiscriminate. 
There  must  be  ^rome  system  to  show  relative  payoffs  of  alternative  proposals. 
PP.  S 15512-3 


15.  BUDGETING.  /Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  an  editorial  in  support  of  the  recommendation 
of  the  President's  Commission  of  Budget  Concepts  for  a  "single  budget.  pp, 
S15533- 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


LAND  USE*  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Aspinall  commending  and  insertinkan 
address,  "Land  and  Demand:  Today’s  Resource  Challenge",  regarding  some  the 
problems  of  land  use  confronting  forest  industries,  pp, 


A5 299 -301 


l7.  POLLUTION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Reps.  Moorhead  and  Tenzer  urging  support  ft 
the  proposed  Air  Quality  Act  of  1967.  pp.  A5304,  A5318 
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^squarely  faced  this) ,  a  coalition  government 
omposed  of  all  parties,  as  in  the  Laotian 
Element  of  1962 — acting  on  behalf  of  all 
South  Vietnamese  citizens  in  accordance 
witlrthe  principles  of  universal  suffrage,  free 
speecl\  free  worship,  and  meaningful  land 
redistribution. 

Agreement  on  the  interpretation  and  im¬ 
plementation  of  these  principles  will  not  be 
reached  quickly  or  easily.  Such  words  as 
“freedom,”  “independence,”  and  “neutrality” 
mean  very  different  things  to  the  two  sides. 
Some  form  of  international  guarantees  and 
supervision  will  bevessential  at  least  at  the 
outset.  But  agreement  should  not  be  im¬ 
possible. 

Such  an  ending,  while  restoring  South 
Vietnamese  self-determination  and  prevent¬ 
ing  its  conquest,  would  n oh  leave  the  United 
States  and  its  allies  with  ante better  position 
militarily  than  they  had  before  the  war  be¬ 
gan — but  neither  did  the  ending  of  the  Cu¬ 
ban  crisis  or  the  Berlin  crisis  or  even  the 
Korean  war.  Such  a  settlement  would  also 
involve  grave  risks.  It  would  endurte only  if 
both  sides  felt  as  a  matter  of  practiced  self- 
interest  that  this  kind  of  peace  was  ptefer- 
able  to  war.  Even  then  there  would  bbyno 
way  of  assuring  the  American  people  of  tte; 
elimination  of  terrorists  from  the  South,  ofc 
the  early  departure  of  all  American  troops  ’ 
from  Asia,  or  of  the  nonparticipation  in  the 
South  Vietnamese  government  of  one  variety 
or  another  of  Communists.  Indeed,  there  is 
no  negotiated  solution  possible  that  would 
not  lend  itself  to  bitter  attacks  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  pose  continuing  dangers  for  the 
future. 

Thus,  whatever  quantities  of  national 
courage,  understanding,  and  unity  are  re¬ 
quired  on  our  part  today  to  fight  and  accept 
the  war  in  Vietnam,  they  will  be  needed  in 
twice  those  amounts  to  find  and  accept  the 
peace.  But  find  it  we  must.  While  we  cannot 
overlook  any  dangers,  neither  can  we  over¬ 
look  any  opportunities.  A  new  opportunity 
may  now  be  approaching  in  the  holiday  sea¬ 
son.  We  have  been  able  to  arrange  in  recent 
years  a  Christmas  cease-fire  in  Vietnam.  If 
we  plan  and  work  for  it  now,  we  can  be  pre¬ 
pared  this  Christmas  to  have  the  firing  cease 
forever. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk, 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pr¬ 
eceded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia/  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  caj4  be  re¬ 
scinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFIC^ft.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PAY  SCALE  OF  EfEPUTY  U.S. 

MARSHALS 

Mr.  MONDALE/  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  will  soon  iiave  before  it  for  con¬ 
sideration  legislation  dealing  with  Fed¬ 
eral  pay  increa/es.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr/HARTKEl  is  planning  to  sub¬ 
mit  an  amendment  that  will  make  ad¬ 
justments  in  the  pay  scale  for  deputy 
U.S.  n^arshals. 

ently  Mr.  Robert  L.  Allie,  execu¬ 
tive  vice  president  of  the  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Deputy  U.S.  Marshals,  fur¬ 
led  me  with  an  informational  sheet 
'on  the  dangers  inherent  in  the  role  of 
deputy  marshal.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 


sent  that  this  very  short  statement  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

National  Association,  Deputy  U.S. 

Marshals, 

October  25,  1967. 

Deputies  from  the  State  of  Minnesota  were 
on  duty  in  1962  at  Oxford,  Mississippi  dur¬ 
ing  the  “Ole  Miss”  riot  and  have  participated 
in  numerous  other  “special  duty  details” 
around  the  country  since.  The  most  recent 
being  the  anti-war  demonstration  which 
were  held  all  over  the  country  last  week. 

The  deputy  marshal  has  been  the  main¬ 
stay  in  all  racial  crises  (Little  Rock,  Mont¬ 
gomery,  Oxford,  etc.)  and  the  recent  trial  in 
Mississippi  where  history  was  made  with  the 
conviction  of  the  perpetrators  of  a  heinous 
crime. 

In  1965  a  deputy  marshal  was  critically 
wounded  in  Minneapolis  while  making  an 
arrest  and  after  an  eight  hour  operation  to 
sew  up  the  bullet  holes  and  two  weeks  in 
the  hospital  was  back  on  duty,  within  a 
short  time,  and  has  made  numerous  arrests 
since. 

In  1966  a'  deputy  mashall  from  St.  Par 
was  assaulted  with  a  gun,  disarmed  and  k^f- 
lapped.  After  a  long  ride  in  the  country 
>rth  of  St.  Paul  in  the  deputies  car  h f  got 
a  tehance  to  jump  the  man  and  alter  a 
bittte  fight,  during  which  the  gun  jfras  dis¬ 
charged  into  the  deputies  car,  he ymade  the 
arrest. 

In  196\a  deputy  was  runnina/ifter  a  nar¬ 
cotic  susptet  when  suddenly  tb€  man  turned 
and  fired  three  times  at  elope  range  at  the 
deputy.  The  deputy  shot  th 4  suspect  and  he 
and  other  officers  then  effected  the  arrest. 

In  1966  a  deptety  maiftial  in  Minneapolis 
was  shot  in  the  right  /oot  by  a  sniper  who 
was  never  found.  TWcieputy  has  since  quit 
the  department  to/rake  a  local  police  job 
which  pays  more  monej 

There  are  man#  mor£\lncidents  in  which 
tms  small  fot/te  of  sevOm  deputy  United 
States  Marshals  have  faced Manger.  Only  one 
out  of  this  .group  has  not  either  been  shot 
or  shot  at  /n  the  last  two  andNcne  half  years 
and  this  .man  was  almost  run  oter  by  a  nar¬ 
cotic  suspect’s  car  two  weeks  ago 

Denilty  marshals’  lives  are  in  dahger  every 
day  m  upholding  law  and  order  in  tn^United 
States. 

Robert  L.  Allie, 

,  Executive  Vice  Prgfsxder 


THE  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 
BILL 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  Tuesday  the  Senate 
will  take  up  the  Redwood  National  Park 
bill,  S.  2515.  I  have  received  a  number 
of  communications  from  people  in  my 
State  of  Oregon,  and  elsewhere,  express¬ 
ing  divergent  views  on  this  legislative 
proposal. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  these 
items  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  in  par¬ 
ticular,  I  call  attention  to  a  compre¬ 
hensive  letter  dated  October  25  from 
Mr.  Wendell  B.  Barnes,  executive  vice 
president  of  the  Western  Wood  Products 
Association,  of  Portland,  Oreg.,  Mr. 
Barnes,  who  served  very  effectively  as 
Small  Business  Administrator  several 
years  ago,  is  a  respected  and  able  spokes¬ 
man  for  his  association.  He  has  asked  11 
cogent  questions  which  I  have  submitted 


to  the  chairman  of  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee.  It  is  my  hope 
these  will  be  answered  as  the  bill  is  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Senate. 

Other  important  communications  from 
industry  representatives,  either  op¬ 
posing  or  expressing  reservations  con¬ 
cerning  S.  2515,  are  included  in  the  ma¬ 
terials  I  am  inserting  in  the  Record  to¬ 
day.  Among  them  are  letters  from  the 
Gilchrist  Timber  Co.,  Gilchrist,  Oreg., 
the  Simpson  Timber  Co.,  the  Miller- 
Rellim  Redwood  Co.,  and  the  National 
Forest  Products  Association. 

The  views  of  conservationists  concern¬ 
ing  this  legislative  proposal  are  well  ex¬ 
pressed  in  communications  I  have  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record,  brought  to  my  at¬ 
tention  by  the  Sierra  Club ;  the  American 
Forestry  Association;  the  Izaak  Walton 
League;  the  National  Wildlife  Federa¬ 
tion  ;  the  North  American  Wildlife  Foun¬ 
dation,  and  the  Wildlife  Management 
Institute.  Letters  and  telegrams  from 
Oregon  conservationists,  including  Dr. 
George  Selke,  who  has  devoted  scores  of 
years  of  outstanding  work  in  the  cause 
of  conservation,  are  also  included  in  the 
materials  I  have  inserted  today.  All  of 
these  items  deserves  serious  considera¬ 
tion  by  my  Senate  colleagues. 

Exhibit  1 

Western  Wood  Products  Association, 

Portland,  Oreg.,  October  25, 1967. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Morse:  There  may  be 
some  who  would  consider  that  those  of  us  In 
Oregon  might  have  no  direct  concern  with 
legislative  proposals  involving  redwood  or 
California  but  this  is  certainly  not  the  case. 
Three  of  the  landowners  affected  are  also 
Oregon  taxpayers  and  employers,  and  as  you 
know,  we  have  10,000  acres  of  redwood  forest 
in  Oregon.  Since  Oregon  is  the  largest  single 
producer  of  timber  products  among  the  fifty 
states,  we  must  concern  ourselves  with  any 
legislation  which  appears  to  be  inimical  to 
the  best  interests  of  the  industry,  the  timber 
grower,  the  forest  dependent  communities, 
the  taxpayers  or  the  consumers. 

S.  2515  is  a  new  redwood  park  bill  approved 
by  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee.  It  might  fall  into  that  inimical 
category  unless  carefully  studied  and 
amended. 

One  concern  is  whether  the  authorization 
of  $100  million  for  a  redwood  national  park, 
having  what  is  considered  by  proponents  of 
the  park  to  be  an  emergency  priority,  will 
supersede  in  priority  appropriations  for  fed¬ 
eral  parks,  seashores  and  recreation  areas  in 
Oregon  and  other  states  in  various  parts  of 
the  country  where  need  for  public  recrea¬ 
tion  is  more  immediate.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  bills  have  already  passed  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House  authorizing  parks 
which  cost  $400  million  but  that  appropria¬ 
tions  for  all  these  projects  are  slow  in  forth¬ 
coming.  This  would  mean  delays  in  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  these  land  areas  in  other  states  if  the 
$100  million  for  the  redwood  park  is  moved 
to  the  top  of  the  list. 

Specifically,  with  respect  to  the  Committee 
Report  supporting  S.  2515,  there  are  ques¬ 
tions  which  need  answering  before  the  bill 
is  brought  to  the  Senate  floor  for  action: 

1.  S.  2515  presents  a  wholly  new  park 
proposal,  parts  of  which  have  not  been  the 
subject  of  hearings.  Shouldn’t  there  have 
been  appropriate  opportunity  for  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  views  of.  local  citizens,  the  com¬ 
panies  affected,  the  State  of  California  or  of¬ 
ficials  of  government  agencies  and  local  com- 
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munities  where  jobs,  schools  and  economic 
well-being  are  involved? 

2.  Has  adequate  consideration  been  given 
in  the  Report  to  the  fact  that  141,719  acres 
of  coast  redwoods  (more  than  200  square 
miles)  are  already  in  park  and  reserve  status 
in  the  State  of  California?  Won’t  many  peo¬ 
ple  receive  the  impression  that  there  is  an 
emergency  endangering  the  last  of  the  red¬ 
woods?  This  is  simply  not  the  fact,  and  leg¬ 
islation  should  not  be  hurriedly  passed  on 
that  assumption. 

3.  What  is  the  basis  for  the  statement 
in  the  Report  that  “The  Committee  believes 
that  no  company  which  has  a  genuine  inter¬ 
est  in  staying  in  the  redwood  timber  busi¬ 
ness  will  be  obliged  to  cease  operations  as  a 
result  of  the  enactment  of  S.  2515?”  Appar¬ 
ently  at  least  one  company  will  have  to 
cease  operations  there  and  others  will  be 
damaged. 

4.  Does  the  Committee  have  evidence  to 
substantiate  the  Report’s  contention  that 
“any  initial  adverse  impact  of  the  creation 
of  the  park  on  the  local  economy  will  be 
temporary?”  I’ve  heard  some  600  jobs  would 
be  eliminated  and  service  industries  also 
affected.  This  is  a  fact  which  can  and  should 
be  determined  from  officials  in  the  com-, 
munities  directly  affected. 

5.  Is  it  relevant  with  respect  to  S.  2515  to 
cite  in  the  Report  correspondence  from  the 
Deputy  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
the  Governor  of  California,  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  when  all  the  letters  in 
question  dealt  specifically  with  earlier  and 
much  different  national  redwood  park  bills? 
Their  opinions  of  this  bill,  S.  2515,  should 
be  available  to  the  Senate. 

6.  Does  the  fact  that  the  Report  ignored 
months  of  negotiations  between  Federal  and 
State  officials,  reported  in  the  press,  with 
respect  to  land  exchanges  mean  that  such 
agreements  as  had  been  reached  will  not  be 
applicable  under  the  park  proposal  in  S. 
2515?  Isn’t  this  a  slap  at  the  California  State 
Administration  which  cannot  be  justified  on 
the  basis  of  fair  and  equitable  dealing  in 
relations  between  the  Federal  and  State  gov¬ 
ernments? 

7.  What  are  the  actual  figures  with  respect 
to  quantities  and  values  of  redwood  timber 
being  cut  or  available  for  cutting  on  the 
Northern  Purchase  Unit?  There  is  a  varia¬ 
tion  between  the  statements  by  the  Deputy 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
the  Forest  Service  as  cited  in  the  Report 
and  published  elsewhere. 

8.  Since  S.  2515  takes  almost  double  the 
estimated  volume  of  timber  out  of  useful 
production  as  compared  with  S.  1370,  does 
not  the  Report  fail  to  justify  its  assump¬ 
tion  that  “the  impact  of  land  acquisition 
will  not  materialize  under  the  bill  reported 
by  the  Committee?" 

9.  Since  the  Report  indicates  that  federal 
acquisition  of  the  key  state  parks  is  not  nec¬ 
essary  and  that  the  Committee  “does  not  feel 
it  appropriate  to  condition  the  creation  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park  on  that  event”, 
and  since  all  testimony  of  qualified  wit¬ 
nesses  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  pri¬ 
vate  lands  proposed  for  the  park  fail  to  meet 
the  established  criteria  of  quality  for  a  na¬ 
tional  park,  does  not  S.  2515  violate  the  leg¬ 
islative  intent  and  policies  of  the  National 
Park  Service  and  the  National  Park  Act  (H.R. 
15522,  64  Cong.  1  Sess.  Stat.  39)  ? 

10.  Are  the  cost  estimates  of  $100  million 
for  acquisition  of  the  park  realistic  and 
demonstrably  true?  Responsible  estimates 
are  more  than  twice  that  amount. 

11.  Does  the  Federal  government  plan  any 
method  of  restitution  to  the  displaced  work¬ 
ers  and  their  families,  numbering  as  many 
as  thousands,  who  will  be  deprived  of  their 
livelihoods  on  the  Oregon  border  "and  will 
tend  to  gravitate  to  the  nearest  major  cen¬ 
ters  in  Oregon  for  job  opportunities? 

Although  neither  our  Association  nor  I 
have  any  direct  interest  or  responsibility  for 
the  management  of  redwood  lands,  I  am  most 


earnest  in  raising  these  questions,  because 
I  know  you  and  other  Senators  are  fully  con¬ 
scious  of  the  direct  correlation  between  pro¬ 
ductive  land  and  timber  resources,  com¬ 
munity  stability,  the  deteriorating  tax  base 
or  areas  where  private  lands  are  withdrawn 
for  exclusive  recreational  use,  and  the  needs 
of  our  citizens  and  industry  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  These  issues  are  briefly  discussed 
by  me  in  the  editorial  in  the  current  issue 
of  “Progress  Round  Up,”  our  Association 
trade  magazine. 

As  one  of  our  leading  Northwest  citizens 
declared  some  years  ago,  “Recreation  can 
supplement  the  economy,  but  it  cannot  be¬ 
come  the  economy.”  It  would  appear  this  tru¬ 
ism  is  not  reflected  in  the  redwood  park  pro¬ 
posal  approved  by  the  Senate  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

Sincerely, 

Wendell  B.  Barnes, 
Executive  Vice  President. 


Gilchrist  Timber  Co., 
Gilchrist,  Oreg.,  October  26,  1967. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  My  telegram,  which 
was  sent  to  you  on  October  18th,  concerning 
the  Redwood  Park  Bill  S.  2515  mainly  re¬ 
quested  a  postponement  until  further  study 
was  done.  Your  reply  requested  special  objec¬ 
tions,  which  I  will  try  to  list.  I  am  sorry  for 
the  delay  in  replying  but  I  do  hope  this  letter 
reaches  .you  prior  to  October  31st. 

Any  action  on  the  bill  should  be  postponed 
so  the  effects  of  the  bill,  which  is  a  brand 
new  one,  can  be  studied.  Final  action  also 
should  await  recommendations  from  indus¬ 
try,  the  forest-dependent  communities  which 
are  affected,  counties  and  the  state.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  employment  and  prosperity  in  the 
local  communities  will  be  seriously  affected. 

The  cost  of  parks  for  recreation  during  the 
current  budget  review  of  civilian  items 
should  be  carefully  scrutinized. 

The  bill  substantially  shrinks  the  raw  ma¬ 
terial  base  for  the  forest  products  industry 
at  great  public  expense  while  demands  for 
forest  products  for  the  nation’s  housing  will 
constantly  increase  in  the  future. 

Basically,  this  bill  is  not  needed.  The  fact 
is  that  virtually  all  the  truly  park -like  red¬ 
woods  are  already  preserved.  There  are  more 
than  a  million  and  a  half  trees  of  more  than 
8  feet  in  diameter  on  more  than  115,000  acres 
of  state  parks.  These  are  in  the  finest  groves 
there  are,  and  are  enough  huge  trees  to  make 
a  row  from  San  Francisco  to  New  York  City. 
These  are  in  30  California  state  parks,  and 
regional  and  district  parks  in  the  area  con¬ 
tain  another  14,688  acres  with  redwood 
stands. 

There  are  a  few  park-like  groves  not  al¬ 
ready  in  parks,  but  these  are  being  held  by 
the  industry  and  other  private  land  owners 
for  park  acquisition.  It  is  puzzling  that  pro¬ 
ponents  of  a  national  redwoods  park  are  not 
even  urging  the  inclusion  of  these  choice  pri¬ 
vate  groves.  Private  lands  proposed  for  park 
status  in  the  current  bill  do  not  contain  the 
kind  of  stands  which  give  the  redwoods  their 
fame. 


The  bill  proposes  expenditures  of  federal 
money  to  buy  commerical  timberland  clearly 
not  needed  for  park  purposes. 

As  you  know,  some  43.5  percent  of  the  land 
in  the  12  Western  states — 52  percent  in  Ore¬ 
gon  and  44  percent  in  California — is  now  in 
federal  ownership.  It  is  extremely  doubtful 
that  this  percentage  needs  to  be  increased. 

I  personally  do  not  believe  we  need  S-2555, 
the  bill  which  you  introduced,  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  study  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
of  the  Cascades  in  Oregon,  ranging  from 
Crater  Lake  to  the  Columbia  River,  to  de¬ 
termine  their  potential  as  a  national  park 
or  some  other  administrative  unit  of  the 
National  Park  Service.  I  believe  these  lands 
are  being  competently  managed  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  through  the  United 


States  Forest  Service  under  the  Multiple  Use 
concept. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Frank  A.  Gilchrist, 

President. 


Seattle,  Wash., 
October,  27, 1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

S.  2515  authorizes  a  Redwood  National 
Park  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $100  million. 

Contrary  to  the  Interior  Committee  report 
this  proposal  will  force  Areata  Redwood 
Company  out  of  business  and  have  additional 
adverse  effect  on  other  companies  and  de¬ 
pendent  communities.  The  cost  will  be  at 
least  double  the  authorization. 

The  proposed  park  boundary  includes  sev¬ 
eral  thousand  acres  of  young  growth  Red¬ 
wood  managed  for  sustained  operations  by 
Simpson  Timber  Company.  This  young 
growth  is  essential  to  support  major  long¬ 
term  investments  in  the  area  and  is  of  minor 
value  to  a  redwood  park. 

There  are  alternative  plans  that  would  cre¬ 
ate  a  significant  Redwood  National  Park  and 
not  severely  damage  the  jobholders,  com¬ 
munities,  and  investors  in  the  area.  \ 

We  strongly  urge  that  you  request  S.  2515 
be  modified  to  achieve  a  good  park  at  a  rea¬ 
sonable  cost  to  the  taxpayer  and  still  main¬ 
tain  industry  and  jobs  in  this  rural  area. 

Starr  W.  Reed, 

Vice  President,  Timberlands,  Simpson 
Timber  Co. 


Portland,  Oreg., 

October  26, 1967. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  understand  that  at  long 
last  a  sensible  bill  for  a  Redwood  National 
Park  (S.  2515)  has  come  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  one  which  will  incorporate  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  finest  groves.  I  also  understand  that 
a  compromise  has  been  worked  out  with  the 
lumber  companies  which  calls  for  an  ex¬ 
change  of  the  so-called  Northern  Redwood 
Purchase  Unit  of  14,000  acres,  and  that  the 
Forest  Service  is  opposing  this  exchange. 
Since  this  tract  is  currently  being  logged, 
I  see  no  reason  for  its  remaining  under  for¬ 
est  service  management  other  than  bureau¬ 
cratic  self -protection. 

I  certainly  hope  that  the  bill  will  pass 
the  Senate,  and  given  the  fact  of  adequate 
compensation  having  been  arranged  for  the 
private  companies  involved,  I  trust  it  will 
receive  your  support. 

Yours  sincerely, 

T.  Price  Zimmermann. 


Law  Offices,  Ragan  &  Mason, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  25,  1967. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Mors£:  As  Counsel  for 
the  Miller-Rellim  Redwood  Company  we  have 
heretofore  corresponded  with  you  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  proposed  Redwood  National 
Park. 

A  bill  has  now  been  reported  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Interior  Committee.  It  is  a  considerable 
improvement  over  the  previous  bill,  although 
too  much  land  is  taken  from  private  inter¬ 
ests.  With  the  continued  inclusion  in  the 
bill  of  an  exchange  of  the  14,000  acre  Red¬ 
wood  Northern  Purchase  Unit  in  Del  Norte 
County,  California,  presently  under  custo¬ 
dial  control  of  the  Forest  Service  for  the  pri¬ 
vate  lands  taken,  the  Miller-Rellim  Redwood 
Company  can  stay  in  business.  As  you  know, 
the  previous  bill  was  fatal  to  their  continua¬ 
tion. 

Without  going  into  other  specifics  of  the 
bill  it  is  the  purpose  of  this  letter  to  urge 
your  support  for  the  continuation  of  the 
exchange  provision  in  this  proposed  legisla- 
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October  30,  1967 

tion.  We  have  briefly  set  forth  below  the 
arguments  that  have  been  made  against  the 
exchange  and  the  arguments  retaliatory 
thereto.  We  sincerely  believe  that  the  argu¬ 
ments  against  the  exchange  are  specious. 

1.  The  Purchase  Unit  has,  in  fact,  been 
logged  since  1954.  The  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has,  himself,  stated  the  Unit  is  not  park¬ 
like  quality.  Since  the  Redwood  Park  has  be¬ 
come  an  issue  no  contracts  have  been  let  for 
logging  in  the  Purchase  Unit.  Thus,  the  Unit 
is  not  suitable  for  park  purposes  and  is  al¬ 
legedly  only  good  for  commercial  use  and  is 
not  being  so  utilized. 

2.  Without  the  Purchase  Unit  included 
not  one  but  two  companies  may  well  have  to 
close  their  doors. 

3.  Both  the  Sierra  Club  and  Save-the-Red- 
woods  League  support  the  exchange  provi¬ 
sion. 

4.  The  Forest  Service  states  that  if  the  ex¬ 
change  provision  stays  in  public  forest  lands 
will  be  deprived  from  multiple-use  manage¬ 
ment.  The  redwood  companies  are  the  lead¬ 
ing  multiple-use  proponents  in  the  Nation’s 
forest  industry  and  presently  have  over  365,- 
000  acres  so  dedicated. 

5.  The  Forest  Service  claims  that  it  would 
eliminate  valuable  research  and  demonstra¬ 
tion  capabilities.  The  research  heretofore 
taken  place  has  been  limited  to  old-growth 
and  continuation  of  virgin  trees.  If  the  bill 
passes  as  presently  written  this  research 
would  no  longer  be  required. 

6.  The  Forest  Service  claims  the  exchange 
provision  would  hurt  the  operators  who  have 
used  the  Purchase  Unit.  The  fact  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  is,  the  Purchase  Unit  has  been  closed  for 
bidding  since  the  issue  of  the  Redwood  Park 
was  presented  to  Congress. 

7.  The  Forest  Service  points  out  that  the 
Purchase  Unit  is  on  a  sustained  yield  basis. 
In  private  hands  it  would  have  to  continue 
on  a  sustained  yield  basis. 

8.  Lastly,  the  Forest  Service  points  out  the 
exchange  of  lands,  would  be  a  dangerous 
precedent.  It  would  be  a  dangerous  precedent 
not  to  exchange  the  lands.  The  precedent  in¬ 
volved  is  that  never  before  has  a  National 
Park  been  superimposed  over  and  to  the  de¬ 
struction  of  an  industry  and  jobs.  Without 
the  exchange  provision  this  will  be  the  result. 
Clearly,  if  we  are  to  preserve  our  national 
resources,  we  have  the  same  obligation  to  our 
people. 

The  Forest  Service  maintains  over  186,- 
000,000  acres  of  land.  The  14,000  acres  here 
involved  constitutes  less  than  one  one-hun¬ 
dredth  of  this  total.  Yet  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  forty-eight  percent  (48%)  of  the  land 
is  now  federally  owned — twenty-two  million 
acres  alone  by  the  Department  of  Interior. 

The  14,000  acres  is  de  minimis  to  these 
totals,  but  it  is  not  de  minimis  to  the  people 
of  Del  Norte  County,  who  must  survive  eco¬ 
nomically.  Del  Norte  County  is  seventy-three 
percent  (73%)  owned  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  If  this  14,000  acres  makes  a  difference 
of  economic  security  to  the  people  of  that 
County  the  support  of  this  exchange  is  man¬ 
datory  and  the  exchange  does  make  that 
difference. 

I  would  be  very  pleased  to  discuss  or  sub¬ 
stantiate  any  points  set  out  above  with  you 
or  any  member  of  your  staff  with  or  without 
representatives  of  the  Forest  Service  present. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Ragan  &  Mason, 
William  F.  Ragan. 


[News  from  the  National  Forest  Products 
Association,  Washington,  D.C.] 
Industry  Estimates  New  Senate  Redwood 
Park  Bill  Will  Actually  Cost  Double 
Amount  It  Authorizes 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  27. — Actual 
costs  of  a  newly  proposed  redwood  national 
park  in  Northern  California  will  be  more 
than  double  the  $100  million  authorized  by 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee  and  would 


be  considerably  more  if  the  proposal  to  ex¬ 
change  federal  lands  is  rejected. 

This  estimate  was  announced  here  today  by 
Mortimer  B.  Doyle,  Executive  Vice  President 
of  National  Forest  Products  Association,  for 
the  five  redwood  timber  companies  whose 
land  would  be  taken  under  the  new  66,384- 
acre  park  plan.  He  termed  the  bill's  $100  mil¬ 
lion  authorization  ceiling  “totally  unrealis¬ 
tic.” 

S.  2515  calls  for  a  two-unit  park  in  Hum¬ 
boldt  and  Del  Norte  Counties.  It  was  ap¬ 
proved  earlier  this  moth  by  the  Senate  In¬ 
terior  Committee  after  consideration  of  three 
differing  park  proposals.  Floor  action  is  ex¬ 
pected  next  week. 

Doyle  stated  that  current  value  of  the 
32,989  acres  of  private  land  to  be  acquired 
is  “well  over  $100  million.”  Since  one  of  the 
companies  involved  has  publicly  announced 
that  the  park  would  force  it  out  of  business, 
he  asserted,  resulting  damages  to  a  perma¬ 
nent  operation  would  bring  private  property 
acquisition  costs  to  more  than  double  the 
$100  million  authorized. 

The  industry’s  cost  figure  reflects  the  bill’s 
recommendation  that  the  14,567-acre  federal 
Northern  Purchase  Unit  near  the  Klamath 
River  be  exchanged  with  private  land  owners 
to  ease  the  adverse  economic  impact  locally. 

Without  the  exchange  provision,  Doyle 
warned,  a  second  large  redwood  manufac¬ 
turing  company  would  be  crippled  and  costs 
of  the  park  would  “rise  tremendously.” 

He  valued  the  Purchase  Unit  somewhere 
between  the  $60  million  estimate  given  by  a 
Senator  sponsoring  the  bill  and  the  $10  mil¬ 
lion  value  set  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Doyle  listed  other  federal  costs  totalling 
$66.4  million  that  have  been  linked  with  the 
national  park  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in 
both  Senate  and  House  Interior  Committee 
testimony : 

Development,  $30  million:  companion 
grants-in-aid,  $15.4  million;  accelerated 
road-building  in  Six  Rivers  National  Forest 
to  aid  local  timber  operators,  $11  million; 
new  park  road  between  the  two  units,  $6 
million;  accelerated  National  Forest  recrea¬ 
tional  facility  development,  $3  million; 
coastal  parkway  right-of-way  acquisition,  $1 
million. 

To  the  costs  of  S.  2515,  now  up  above  the 
$300  million  range,  Doyle  said,  must  be  added 
such  hidden  costs  as  increased  financial  aid 
to  the  economically  depressed  areas,  loss  of 
tax  income  at  all  levels  of  government  and 
serious  local  economic  side  effects.  He  warned 
of  the  harmful  aspects  of  underestimating 
the  costs  to  the  people  of  the  area  and  cited 
the  original  $14  million  authorization  for 
nearby  Point  Reyes  National  Seashore,  which 
five  years  later  is  now  estimated  to  be  in 
excess  of  $60  million. 

“No  one  but  the  people  directly  involved 
has  yet  considered  in  dollars  the  crippling  ef¬ 
fects  on  the  families,  companies  and  the 
communities  that  will  lose  a  substantial  part 
of  their  timber  economy  base,”  Doyle  as¬ 
serted. 

"The  excessive  loss  of  producing  forest 
lands  embodied  in  S.  2515  means  even  more 
personal  and  economic  hardship  in  an  area 
that  is  already  classified  as  a  depressed  area,” 
he  added. 

He  emphasized  that  the  present  Senate 
bill  makes  no  provision  for  in  lieu  payment 
of  tax  losses  in  Humboldt  and  Del  Norte 
Counties,  where  the  federal  government  al¬ 
ready  has  large  holdings.  An  in-lieu  clause, 
designed  by  the  Administration  to  ease  local 
impact  of  the  park,  was  stricken  from  the 
new  Senate  bill. 

“The  industrial  timber  growers  whose 
properties  are  taken  for  a  park  will  receive 
a  fair  payment  under  constitutional  provi¬ 
sions,”  Doyle  said.  “But  the  thousands  of 
people  in  the  two  areas  dependent  on  the 
redwood  industry  will  receive  nothing  when 
their  livelihoods  are  taken  away  by  this  bill.” 

Doyle  held  that  the  industry’s  preliminary 


estimates  of  potential  costs  of  the  park  may 
be  conservative  because  many  of  the  details 
are  not  yet  available  to  the  companies. 


[Copy  of  telegram] 

October  27,  1967. 
Hon.  Lyndon  B.  Johnson, 

The  White  House, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  support  a  Redwoods  National  Park  and 
are  looking  to  you  to  uphold  the  outstanding 
conservation  record  of  your  administration 
as  well  as  long  established  policy  that  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  lands  of  this  country  not  be 
used  as  trading  stock  in  support  of  unrelated 
Federal  programs.  Specifically,  we  are  op¬ 
posed  to  provisions  in  the  current  Redwood 
National  Park  Bill  which  would  exchange 
National  Forest  lands  for  private  timber 
lands.  We  can  see  no  purpose  in  subordina¬ 
ting  the  broad  public  interest  to  the  pres¬ 
sures  of  some  California  interests. 

American  Forestry  Association,  Kenneth 
Pomeroy,  Chief  Forester;  Boone  and 
Crockett  Club,  John  E.  Rhea,  Conser¬ 
vation  Committee  Chairman;  Izaak 
Walton  League  of  America,  Joseph  W. 
Penfold,  Conservation  Director;  Na¬ 
tional  Rifle  Association  of  America, 
Frank  C.  Daniel,  Secretary;  National 
Wildlife  Federation,  Thomas  L.  Kim¬ 
ball,  Executive  Director;  North  Ameri¬ 
can  Wildlife  Foundation.  C.  R.  Guter- 
muth,  Secretary;  Sport  Fishing  In¬ 
stitute,  Philip  A.  Douglas,  Executive 
Secretary;  Wildlife  Management  In¬ 
stitute,  Ira  N.  Gabrielson,  President. 


Sierra  Club, 

Mills  Tower,  San  Francisco, 

October  20,  1967. 
Hon.  Wayne  Lyman  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  As  I  am  sure  you 
know,  few  opportunities  remain  anymore  in 
America  to  create  classic  national  parks. 
Most  have  already  been  set  aside.  For  over  a 
century,  however,  there  has  been  a  notable 
omission:  California’s  coastal  redwoods. 

For  three  years  now  debate  has  focused  on 
the  remaining  opportunities  to  rescue  some 
of  the  surviving  redwoods  for  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park.  We  have  advocated  a  national 
park  centered  on  Redwood  Creek,  while 
others  have  pointed  to  other  areas.  Recently, 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee  reported  out 
a  bill  that  attempts  to  resolve  the  differences 
through  a  composite  plan.  While  it  is  not 
optimum,  the  bill  does  as  good  a  job  as  prob¬ 
ably  can  be  done  at  present  in  extending 
protection  to  superb  and  endangered  red¬ 
wood  forests.  We  believe,  however,  that  the 
ceiling  on  authorized  size  should  be  raised 
to  70,000  acres  (from  64,000  acres)  to  per¬ 
mit  flexibility  in  fleshing  out  the  boundaries 
in  certain  areas  of  Redwood  Creek.  We  be¬ 
lieve  this  can  be  done  within  the  leeway 
implicit  in  the  authorized  price  of  $100  mil¬ 
lion. 

The  key  to  the  financing  of  the  compro¬ 
mise  bill  of  the  Committee  is  use  of  the 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit,  which  the 
federal  government  now  owns,  on  an  ex¬ 
change  basis  to  acquire  needed  parkland. 
This  14,000  acre  tract  north  of  the  Klamath 
River  was  purchased  in  the  early  1940’s  by 
the  Forest  Service  as  part  of  a  now  defunct 
program  to  acquire  enough  lands  for  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Forest  of  863,000  acres.  Be¬ 
cause  of  a  failure  to  gain  necessary  monies, 
this  unit  stands  as  a  lone  remnant  of  an 
admirable  but  abortive  effort.  However,  the 
value  of  the  unit  has  appreciated  from  the 
$440,000  paid  to  between  $30-$75  million  to¬ 
day.  These  Forest  Service  redwoods  are  being 
logged,  with  the  timber  sold  to  private  con¬ 
cerns,  and  the  receipts  remitted  to  the  fed¬ 
eral  treasury.  The  unit  itself  does  not  lend 
itself  to  park  management.  The  Committee 
felt,  and  we  agree,  that  it  makes  good  sense 
to  phase  out  this  abortive  redwood  program 
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to  enable  the  National  Park  program  to  suc¬ 
ceed.  No  adverse  precedent  is  intended  as 
these  lands  are  not  regular  national  forest 
lands  and  have  never  served  their  intended 
purpose. 

We  understand  that  a  vote  may  come  on 
this  bill  in  early  November.  We  would  wel¬ 
come  the  opportunity  to  talk  this  matter 
over  with  you  and  your  staff.  Our  Conserva¬ 
tion  Director,  Michael  McCloskey,  will  be  in 
Washington  soon  and  will  call  upon  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Edgar  Wayburn,  M.D., 

President. 


Portland,  Oreg., 

October  9,  1967. 

Mr.  Philip  R.  George, 

Care  of  Senator  Morse’s  Office, 

Portland,  Oreg. 

Dear  Mr.  George:  May  I  please  prevail 
upon  you  to  convey  the  following  informa¬ 
tion  to  Senator  Morse  as  promptly  as 
possible : 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  efforts 
are  being  made  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  to  have  the  Committee  endorse  the 
proposition  espoused  by  Governor  Reagan  of 
California  to  approve  the  exchange  of  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  lands  in  California  for  privately 
owned  lands  which  would  be  included  in  a 
proposed  redwoods  national  park.  Opposition 
to  this  proposal  has  been  expressed  by  the 
President,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the  Chief  of 
the  Forest  Service. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  proposal  of  Sen¬ 
ator  Jackson  is  indeed  very  unwise  and 
would  set  a  most  dangerous  precedent  for 
future  similar  actions.  It  would  mean  that 
every  time  a  federal  agency  would  find  it 
necessary  to  acquire  private  lands  for  any 
project  whatsoever,  it  would  merely  recom¬ 
mend  that  lands  in  National  Forests,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  or  any  federal 
lands  wherever  located,  could  be  transferred 
in  exchange  for  the  privately  owned  lands 
desired.  This  would  mean  that  such  new 
projects  would  not  need  to  justify  their 
actual  outlays. 

All  of  us  recall  the  recent  incident  which 
involved  BLM  lands  in  the  Stoddard-Getty 
episode.  The  tendency  in  such  exchanges  is 
usually  in  favor  of  those  who  “have”  and 
not  in  favor  of  the  general  public,  especially 
those  who  “have  not”.  The  general  public,  as 
you  know,  was  strongly  opposed  to  such 
action. 

I  thank  you  for  your  willingness  to  bring 
my  point  of  view  to  the  immediate  attention 
of  Senator  Morse.  I  am  sending  you  this 
message  in  my  capacity  as  a  private  citizen. 

Sincerely  yours, 

George  A.  Selke. 


The  Amer'can  Forestry  Association, 

Washington,  D.C.,  October  26, 1967. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Morse:  We  are  concerned 
about  a  provision  in  the  Redwood  National 
Park  bill,  S.  2515,  to  use  national  forest  land 
in  the  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  as  payment  in 
kind  for  private  lands  desired  for  park  pur¬ 
poses. 

This  Federal  land  was  acquired  by  the  For¬ 
est  Service  under  the  Weeks  Act  of  March  1, 
1911  for  the  practice  of  multiple  use,  sus¬ 
tained  yield  forestry.  It  is  being  managed 
efficiently  for  this  purpose.  Trading  this  land 
for  other  land  to  be  used  as  a  park  will  defeat 
the  purpose  for  which  national  forests  are 
established. 

The  annual  harvests  of  timber  from  the 
Redwood  Purchase  Unit  supports  ten  small 
lumber  companies  and  their  employees.  One- 
quarter  of  the  receipts  from  timber  sales,  a 
substantial  sum,  goes  to  Del  Norte  County 
in  lieu  of  taxes.  This  25  percent  fund  exceeds 


the  amount  of  taxes  received  from  compar¬ 
able  land  in  private  ownership. 

Therefore,  it  is  clear  that  giving  four  large 
landowners  this  Forest  Service  land  will  not 
benefit  the  local  economy.  It  merely  aids 
four  large  companies  at  the  expense  of  ten 
small  companies. 

Neither  will  such  an  exchange  improve 
the  tax  base  of  Del  Norte  County. 

Of  even  greater  concern  is  the  precedent 
to  be  established  by  such  action.  It  will  open 
the  flood  gates  to  demands  by  all  sorts  of 
special  interests  and  land  grabbers.  Some  of 
these  already  have  appeared. 

Consequently,  we  urge  you  to  delete  all 
references  to  the  Redwood  Purchase  Unit 
from  S.  2515  and  to  preserve  this  tract  for 
the  purposes  for  which  it  was  acquired. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Kenneth  B.  Pomehoy, 

Chief  Forester. 


■  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  October  20,  1967. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  You  will  shortly  be 
considering  S.  2515,  a  new  bill  to  establish  a 
Redwood  National  Park.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  actively  supports  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  such  a  Park. 

However,  this  Department  vigorously  and 
strongly  objects  to  the  feature  of  S.  2515 
which  would  use  National  Forest  land  as 
trading  stock  to  obtain  land  for  the  Park. 
This  commandeering  of  the  National  Forest 
land  in  the  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  is  not 
necessary  in  order  for  the  Nation  to  have  a 
Redwood  Park. 

Using  National  Forest  land  for  trading 
stock  in  this  important  case  endangers  land 
administered  by  the  Forest  Service  all  over 
the  country.  It  threatens  the  integrity  of  the 
National  Forests,  a  principle  of  long-stand¬ 
ing. 

It  would  open  the  floodgates.  Right  now, 
and  repeatedly  in  the  past,  there  have  been 
made  demands  in  other  parts  of  the  country 
that  National  Forest  lands  be  used  to  pay 
for  parks,  or  for  reservoirs,  or  for  highway 
rights-of-way.  Any  and  every  instance  of 
such  a  taking  of  National  Forest  land  makes 
the  later  pressures  that  much  harder  to  re¬ 
sist. 

This  is  why  past  actions  of  Congress  have 
resoundingly  rejected  use  of  National  Forest 
land  for  this  kind  of  trade-off. 

There  are  other  reasons  for  not  appropri¬ 
ating  these  National  Forest  lands  to  pay  for 
Parks : 

1.  Savings  derived  from  trading  off  the  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  land  would  be  a  small  part  of 
the  total  cost  of  the  proposed  Park.  On  an 
acre-for-acre  basis,  the  value  of  the  National 
Forest  land  in  the  Purchase  Unit,  estimated 
at  $25  million,  falls  far  short  of  the  value  of 
the  old-growth  groves  proposed  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  Park.  This  is  a  very  small  sum 
to  endanger  a  very  basic  principle  of  con¬ 
servation. 

2.  The  four  main  companies  involved  do 
not  need  the  limited  acreage  of  land  that 
could  be  made  available  to  them  in  order 
to  continue  operating  for  a  significant  num¬ 
ber  of  years.  The  company  that  would  experi¬ 
ence  the  greatest  impact  could  continue  at 
its  present  rate  of  operation  for  15  years  or 
longer. 

3.  A  move  to  make  these  companies  parti¬ 
ally  whole  would  be  at  the  cost  of  withdraw¬ 
ing  supplies  now  used  by  smaller  operators 
who  buy  the  stumpage  that  would  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  four  larger,  stronger  companies. 
In  recent  years,  10  operators  in  the  area 
have  used  tine  timber  that  this  action  would 
turn  over  to  only  four  large  companies.  Thus, 
a  trade-off  of  land  would  not  create  any  new 
jobs.  It  would  favor  four  large  companies  at 
the  expense  of  10  smaller  ones. 

A  Redwood  National  Park  is  in  the  na- 
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tional  interest.  The  USDA  supports  strongly 
that  objective.  But  a  raid  on  the  National 
Forests  and  the  establishment  of  a  dangerous 
precedent  in  violation  of  long-standing, 
sound  conservation  principles  is  neither  nec¬ 
essary  nor  wise. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman. 


Portland,  Oreg., 

October  26,  1967. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  I  am  writing  to  urge 
you  to  support  S.  2515 — with,  hopefully,  an 
increase  in  acreage  to  at  least  70,000.  Also, 
although  I  see  some  reason  to  object  to  the 
purchase  unit  trade  feature  of  the  bill  I  hope 
that  you  will  not  oppose  this  too  strenuously 
if  such  opposition  might  seriously  damage 
the  chances  for  passage.  It  seems  to  me  to 
be  already  very  late  for  the  establishment 
of  a  Redwood  National  Park. 

Sincerely, 

J.  B.  Roberts. 

Corvallis,  Oreg., 

October  28,  1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  passage  of  Redwood  National  Park 
bill  S.  2515  including  proposed  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  Timberland  Exchange.  Bill  is 
in  best  public  interest  except  park  should 
be  larger. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Robert  E.  Frenkell. 


Bend,  Oreg., 
October  28,  1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  sincerely  hope  that  when  it  reaches 
the  Senate  floor  you  will  support  S.  2515  as 
reported  by  Senate  Interior  Committee  in¬ 
cluding  the  purchase  unit  exchange,  but 
hopefully  with  the  Redwook  Creek  unit  in¬ 
creased  by  a  minimum  of  10,000  acres  to 
Include  the  Emerald  Mile  and  other  desira¬ 
ble  contiguous  areas. 

Phil  and  Jo  Chase. 


Hood  River,  Oreg., 

October  26,  1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  your  support  of  bill  S.  2515.  We  be¬ 
lieve  the  exchange  clause  of  bill  should  be 
maintained  but  that  size  of  park  should  be 
increased  to  70,000  acres. 

Dr.  and  Mrs.  D.  L.  Coyier, 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  L.  R.  Steeves. 


Corvallis,  Oreg., 

October  28, 1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  new  bill  to  establish  the  Redwood 
Park  S.  2515  is  worthy  of  your  support.  How¬ 
ever,  at  least  70,000  acres  should  be  added  to 
the  proposal  including  the  emerald  mile  and 
the  Lower  Redwood  Creek  area.  Also  the  pur- 
chose  unit  from  the  forest  service  must  be 
kept  in  the  bill. 

Thomas  Will. 

Diana  Dietz. 


Eugene,  Oreg., 
October  26,  1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  I  am  writing  to  lend 
my  support  to  two  conservation  measures 
that  will  soon  be  before  you.  One,  the  Red¬ 
woods  of  Northern  California  need  saving 
and  I  believe  Senate  Bill  2515  is  a  reasonable 
compromise.  Even  though  some  land  will 
need  to  be  either  traded  for  or  purchased,  I 
believe  it  is  to  the  public  good  that  this  be 
done. 
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The  other  bill  I  am  particularly  Interested 
in  concerns  the  North  Cascades  National 
Park  in  Washington.  I  am  familiar  with  this 
area  and  it  is  extremely  rugged  and  beautiful. 
Fortunately  little  timber  is  involved  for  so 
much  of  it  is  near  or  above  the  timber  line. 
I  am  convinced  that  it  could  be  developed  as 
a  park  so  that  many  could  enjoy  it  and  I 
know  of  few  natural  areas  that  deserve  to  be 
saved. 

Sincerely, 

Ewart  M.  Baldwin. 


Mount  Angel  College, 

Mount  Angel,  Oreg.,  October  25,  1967. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  Please  support  the  general 
plan  outlined  by  the  Senate  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  regarding  the  Redwood  National  Park 
(S.  2515) ,  but,  if  possible,  try  to  increase  the 
size  to  the  least  70,000  acres.  We  urge  you, 
also,  to  vote  to  keep  the  Exchange  of  the 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  in  the  plan. 

We  feel  that  conservation  of  our  few  re¬ 
maining  natural  resources,  especially  those 
of  such  beauty  and  gradeur  as  the  redwoods, 
is  of  vital  importance  to  our  country,  and  we 
urge  you  to  support  conservationists  in 
every  way  possible. 

Once  again  we  want  to  express  our  appre¬ 
ciation  for  your  stand  against  the  Johnson 
war  policies. 

Sincerely, 

Leland  and  Amelda  John. 

Silverton,  Oreg. 


Portland,  Oreg., 

October  26, 1967. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  We  urge  your  support  of  S.  2515 
and  modifying  it  to  increase  the  size  to  at 
least  70,000  acres.  It  seems  to  us  important 
to  keep  the  Purchase  Unit  in  the  plan.  We 
hope  this  will  at  long  last  secure  a  Redwood 
National  Park. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Carroll  S.  Higgins. 
Lucile  H.  Higgins. 


October  23,  1967. 

Subject:  Redwoods  National  Park. 

Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C . 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Board  of  Direc¬ 
tors  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League,  which  rep¬ 
resents  the  Nation-wide  membership,  held 
its  regular  fall  meeting  over  the  past  week¬ 
end.  The  Board  discussed  the  Redwoods  Na¬ 
tional  Park  proposal  and  your  Committee  bill 
S.  2515,  one  of  the  key  conservation  issues  of 
the  90th  Congress.  Copies  of  the  bill  and  the 
Committee  Report  had  previously  been  dis¬ 
tributed. 

The  Board  was  highly  commendatory  of 
the  Committee  for  working  its  way  through 
all  the  complexities  of  the  issue  and  reach¬ 
ing  agreement  on  a  workable  plan  for  a 
worthwhile  National  Park. 

The  Board  unanimously  agreed  on  the  fol¬ 
lowing  points: 

1.  To  support  the  Committee’s  recommend¬ 
ed  two-unit  Park; 

2.  To  support  full  funding  for  acquisition 
of  lands  for  the  Park; 

3.  To  oppose  use  of  the  Northern  Redwoods 
Purchase  Unit  as  trading  stick  for  lands  to 
be  acquired. 

The  League  over  the  years  has  supported 
and  now  supports  land  exchanges  when  that 
serves  to  block  upholdings,  to  achieve  more 
effective  and  efficient  administration  and 
management  or  to  eliminate  undesirable  in¬ 
holdings.  The  League  as  consistently  has  op¬ 
posed  proposals  to  use  national  forest  lands 
as  payment  in  kind  when  Federal  acquisition 
is  necessary  for  other  projects  of  broad  public 


interest.  The  League  does  not  believe  that  the 
choice  lies  between  a  national  park  on  one 
hand  and  national  forest  lands  on  the  other — - 
both  are  needed.  Rather,  the  League  believes 
that  the  Country  can  afford  to  acquire  di¬ 
rectly  the  lands  necessary  to  establish  the 
National  Park  approved  by  your  Committee. 

The  League’s  opposition  to  one  provision 
of  S.  2515  in  no  way  detracts  from  our  eval¬ 
uation  of  the  Committee’s  accomplishment  in 
reporting  out  this  important  measure. 

Sincerely  yours, 

J.  W.  Penfold, 
Conservation  Director  1WLA. 


Salem,  Oreg., 
October  26,  1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  support  acquisition  of  Redwood 
National  Park  by  purchase  rather  than  ex¬ 
changing  national  forest  lands. 

Oregon  State  Rifle  Association. 


Portland,  Oreg., 

October  26,  1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  enthusiastic  support  of  S.  2515.  Mod¬ 
ify  to  increase  Redwood  National  Park  to 
at  least  70,000  acres.  For  instance,  increase 
protection  of  stream  side  area  with  wider 
buffer  zone.  National  redwood  purchase  unit 
exchange  important  for  partial  funding  of 
park  and  should  be  supported. 

Leslie  Squier. 

Anne  Squier. 


Portland,  Oreg., 

October  26,  1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Support  S.  2515.  Urge  expansion  to  70,000 
acres  purchase  unit  exchange  seems  wise. 

William  Blosser. 


Portland,  Oreg., 

October  25,  1967. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  your  strong  support  S.  2515  Redwood 
National  Park.  Would  recommend  increase 
to  70,000  acres  plus  retention  purchase  unit 
exchange  Forest  Service  land  to  preserve 
more  Lower  Redwood  Creek  and  Emeral  Mile 
Area. 

James  W.  Gamwell. 


Portland,  Oreg., 

October  25,  1967. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  favor  the  Redwood  National  Park  con¬ 
cept;  are  opposed  to  the  exchange  of  our 
National  Forest  land  for  this  accomplish¬ 
ment. 

Richard  L.  Hubbard, 
President,  Oregon  Division,  Isaak  Wal¬ 
ton  League  of  America. 


Corvallis,  Oreg., 

October  25,  1967. 

Senator  Morse, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  encourage  you  to  support  the  new  Inte¬ 
rior  Committee  Redwood  Park  bill,  S.  2515, 
with  the  modifications  advocated  by  the  Si¬ 
erra  Club  to  increase  the  size  of  the  park  to 
a  minimum  of  70,000  acres. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  B.  Norgaard. 


DISSENT  ON  VIETNAM 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  Columnist 
Howard  K.  Smith  pointed  to  the  unilat¬ 


eral  escalation  of  America’s  domestic 
critics  in  his  Sunday  offering  ii /  the 
Washington  Star.  His  column,  in  fact, 
makes  a  good  point:  that  the  dfssenters 
in  our  own  country  have  beeiyso  carried 
away  with  their  own  arguments  that  they 
have  convinced  themselves,  that  they 
tailor  facts  to  fit  their  preconceived  no¬ 
tions,  that  their  dissent  feeds  on  itself 
to  grow  ever  larger  m  its  irrationality. 
They  have  caused  a  general  degeneration 
of  the  so-called  deoate  over  U.S.  policy, 
Mr.  President,  ana  seem  to  be  debating, 
not  the  administration,  but  a  bogey  man 
of  their  own  making. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  .Howard  K.  Smith's  column, 
“The  Unfair  War  Dissenters,’’  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

Their  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  in’dered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

/  The  Unfair  War  Dissenters 
/  (By  Howard  K.  Smith) 

The  impression  is  being  cultivated  that 
both  sides  in  the  Vietnam  “debate’’  have  now 
escalated  their  arguments  beyond  the  level 
of  fairness  and  that  together  they  threaten 
the  nation’s  moral  fabric.  Both,  says  James 
Reston,  should  now  “elevate  them  guns  a 
little  lower.” 

In  fact,  equating  the  two  is  a  false  exer¬ 
cise.  It  is  the  dissenters  alone  who  have 
departed  from  reason  and  fairness.  It  is  the 
baby  doctor  from  Ohio  and  the  preacher  from 
Yale  who  have  encouraged  young  people  to 
stop  thinking  and  break  the  law — not  their 
opponents.  Consider  the  great  contrast  be¬ 
tween  the  quality  of  the  two  demonstrations 
of  last  weekend — Doctor  Spock’s  in  Washing¬ 
ton  and  that  in  New  York  by  the  Committee 
for  Responsible  Patriotism.  Guess  which  of 
the  two  got  the  most  television  coverage? 

Administration  supporters  have  said  that 
the  hysterical  dissenters  are  encouraging  Ho 
Chi  Minh  to  pile  higher  the  mound  of  lives 
on  which  to  build  his  ideological  empire. 
Hanoi  promptly  confirmed  it  and  set  up  a 
committee  for  liaison  with  its  American  sym¬ 
pathizers. 

Secretary  Rusk  made  the  unoriginal  point 
that  China  has  made  herself  the  essential 
enemy,  a  fact  confirmed  daily  by  Peking. 
Marshal  Lin-Piao,  Mao’s  heir-designate,  said 
in  his  party  line-setting  treatise  that  “the 
colossus  of  U.S.  imperialism  can  be  split  up” 
and  “destroyed”  by  methods  invented  and 
supplied  by  Peking. 

If  their  success  has  been  limited  so  far, 
Vitimidation  may  become  more  forceful 
when  China  soon  gets  her  stock  of  nuclear 
weapons.  Mr.  Reston  finds  that  “silly”  and 
has  eh-edged  up  the  Kaiser’s  old  racist  and 
demagiqeic  cry  of  “Yellow  Peril”  to  discredit 
Mr.  Rusk,  perhaps  the  least  race-minded  of 
U.S.  officials.  The  two  arguments  are  not 
equal.  OneSis  fair  and  the  other  is  not. 

The  quality  of  dissent  attains  a  kind  of 
peak  in  Walter  Lippmann’s  arguments.  Mr. 
Lippmann  has  published  an  essay  proposing 
that  we  get  out  of  Asia  and  put  our  forward 
base  in  Australia Nanstead.  The  thought  is 
attractive  and  I  vot\  for  it.  But  first  I  want 
some  minimal  reasoning  to  show  that  we 
won’t,  because  of  suchV  move,  have  to  fight 
a  much  worse  war  a  little  later. 

Mr.  L.  doesn’t  provide  aiW  such  reasoning, 
and  the  thinking  he  does  on.  the  way  to  his 
conclusion  is  not  convincing*.  He  says,  for 
example,  that  Presidents  EisWihower  and 
Kennedy  kept  us  out  of  a  big  vteir  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  and  that  it  was  Mr.  JohnsorW  who  vio¬ 
lated  the  American  tradition  (by  the  way, 
what  tradition?)  and  got  us  into  it.  iThat  is 
about  as  sound  as  praising  Presidents 'Cool- 
idge  and  Hoover  for  keeping  us  out  of  world 
War  II  and  criticizing  President  Roosevelt 
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foi'v  breaking  with  tradition  and  getting  us 
into\t. 

He  toys  “it  has  always  been  axiomatic  that 
we  must  exert  our  power  offshore  and  must 
never  allow  ourselves  to  get  sucked  deeply 
onto  the  ipainland.”  Where  does  this  piece 
of  history  dome  from?  U.S.  forces  brought 
the  decision  ih  World  War  I,  but  there  is  no 
record  that  they  remained  in  boats  afloat  in 
the  North  Sea.  Slid  the  D-Day  invasion  of 
1944  really  not  happen?  Were  the  Greeks  and 
the  South  Koreans  Stimulated  to  keep  their 
independence  by  armies  of  Americans  cheer¬ 
ing  from  offshore?  This,  is  a  world  of  dreams 
fashioned  to  fit  a  thesis;  Not  a  thesis  designed 
to  fit  the  world. 

Mr.  L.  says  that  we  are  fighting  a  “war  to 
exchange  casualties  with  thte  inexhaustible 
masses  of  the  Asian  continent.VBy  my  count 
we  are  a  nation  of  nearly  200  million  people 
and  we  are  fighting  a  nation  of\l7  million 
people  with  its  quarter-million  recruits  in 
the  South.  It  may  be  that  Lippmann  kds  pre¬ 
dicted  China  would  come  into  the  war  so 
often  that  he  has  persuaded  himself  tngt  it 
is  a  fact. 

The  degeneration  of  the  “debate”  on  Vie! 
nam  is  a  unilateral  act.  The  irrational  little'"' 
mob  who  assaulted  the  Pentagon  (fewer, 
by  the  way,  than  the  number  of  young 
Americans  who  volunteered  for  the  armed 
services  in  the  same  month)  and  those  re¬ 
spectable  pundits  who  provide  them  with  a 
theoretical  justification,  have  to  de-escalate. 
Nobody  else  has  escalated. 
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THE  BUTTER  SUBSIDY  BILL 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Land  O’Lakes  Creameries,  Inc.,  one  of 
the  largest  processors  of  dairy  products 
in  the  world,  has  given  strong  support 
to  S.  2527,  which  I  introduced  a  short 
time  ago  in  the  Senate.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  an  editorial,  contained  in 
their  October  1967  publication  Smoke 
Signals  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Land  O’Lakes  Supports  Butter 
Subsidy  Bill 

Land  O’Lakes  Creameries  came  out  with 
strong  support  for  the  bill  introduced  today 
by  Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale  (D-Minn.). 
The  bill  would  empower  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  encourage  the  movement  of 
surplus  butter  into  commercial  domestic 
consumption  instead  of  into  government  , 
storage  by  effecting  a  reduction  in  prices  to' 
consumers  by  payment  made  to  processes 
of  butterfat  used  in  butter.  / 

Lank  O’Lakes  supports  the  Mondale/bill, 
according  to  D.  H.  Henry,  General  Manager, 
because  they  believe  that  dairy  farm7 income 
could  better  be  strengthened  by  /providing 
payments  to  processors,  which  wbuld  make 
possible  a  decrease  in  the  consptner  price  of 
butter — actually  a  “consumer  subsidy”. 

Land  O’Lakes  believes  that  the  Senator’s 
bill  will  prevent  butter  from  piling  up  in  gov¬ 
ernment  hands  and  enable  butter  to  move  in 
domestic  markets.  / 

Under  Mondale’s  l?ill  the  existing  dairy 
price  support  woulij/be  continued  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  announcing  the 
price  support  lev'el  per  hundred  weight  of 
mlik  to  the  dairy  farmer  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  that  he  does  with  the  current  price  sup¬ 
port  program'. 

But  this-'bill  adds  a  new  feature.  If  com¬ 
mercial  bfitter  markets  become  sluggish,  this 
legislation  would  enable  the  Secretary  to 
take  remedial  action.  But,  instead  of  pur- 
cha^ihg  butter  in  the  market  to  support  the 
price  as  he  does  currently,  he  could  reduce 
the  retail  price  to  encourage  the  purchase  of 
,411  butter  production  by  consumers.  Con¬ 
sumers  would  accordingly  have  the  benefit  of 
lower  retail  prices. 


There  would  be  no  government  purchases 
or  storage  except  to  the  extent  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  might  wish  butter  to  fill  government 
program  requirements. 

Mondale  called  attention  to  the  fact  that 
during  World  War  n  a  similar  program  main¬ 
tained  milk  production  to  meet  wartime 
needs.  Prices  to  plants  and  consumers  were 
fixed  at  relatively  low  levels  and  payments 
were  made  through  plants  to  encourage  dairy 
farmers  to  maintain  their  production. 

In  1945,  while  this  program  was  in  effect, 
the  per  capita  consumption  of  butter  was 
nearly  11  pounds.  At  present  prices  and  com¬ 
petitive  conditions  commercial  consumption 
of  butter  is  scarcely  5.5  pounds. 

One  of  the  oldest  economic  concepts  of  the 
dairy  industry  is  that  butter  is  the  economic 
balance  wheel.  A  strong  butter  market  is 
necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  the  prices 
of  fluid  milk  and  other  dairy  commodities  for 
all  dairy  farmers.  A  surplus  of  milk-fat  above 
immediate  market  requirements  for  other 
products  is  manufactured  into  butter. 

Land  O’Lakes  spokesmen  note  that  figures 
show  that  as  the  spread  between  the  price 
of  substitutes  and  butter  widens,  butter  con¬ 
sumption  drops. 

In  calling  for  the  passage  of  the  Mondale 
Sill,  Land  O’Lakes  notes  that  the  main  prob- 
leni  of  the  dairy  industry  is  butterfat.  They 
belikve  that  Senator  Mondale’s  bill  will  move 
butter  into  the  domestic  consumer  marker, 
benefiting  the  farmer  with  a  greater  income 
and  th eXconsumer  with  a  lower  retail  /price 
for  butter 

A  similarXprogram  of  direct  consumer  sub¬ 
sidy  on  butter  in  Canada  has  been/very  suc¬ 
cessful  in  increasing  the  per  capita  con¬ 
sumption  of  buster  over  the  past  few  years. 


ALEXANDER  WILEY 

Mr.  FULBRIGHTVMr.  President,  it 
was  with  sorrow  thax\I  learned  of  the 
death  last  week  o£7Alexander  Wiley,  a 
good  friend,  a  colleague  of  many  years, 
and  former  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations. 

As  chairrqan  of  the  committee  from 
1953  to  195#,  I  knew  Alexander  wfiley  as 
a  hard-working,  conscientious,  aOd  fair 
leader.  He  enjoyed  hard  struggle  inNsup- 
port  of  his  beliefs,  but  he  never  stooged 
to  urn  air  or  dishonest  tactics.  His  willing 
nes$  to  give  fair  treatment  and  hearing 
to7  those  who  espoused  positions  con¬ 
trary  to  his  own  was  one  of  his  most 
admirable  qualities. 

Alex  Wiley  was  a  man  of  warmth  and 
deep  affection.  He  loved  his  family,  his 
Senate,  and  his  country. 

His  bouncy  step,  often  heard  in  the 
corridors  of  the  Senate  even  after  de¬ 
parture,  will  be  missed. 

I  offer  my  condolences  to  his  wife, 
Dorothy,  and  the  members  of  his  family. 


“PASSING  UP  THE  PORK”— A  SEN¬ 
SIBLE  APPROACH  TO  BUDGET 

CUTTING 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
cent  congressional  moves  tend  to 
strengthen  the  feelings  of  those  of  us 
who  say  that  public  economic  policy  is 
the  key  to  current  economic  ills.  More 
people — lawmakers  and  constituents 
alike — are  coming  upon  the  dicotomy  be¬ 
tween  what  is  happening  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment  sector  and  what  is  going  on  in  the 
private  sector.  They  see  Government  con¬ 
tinuing  to  undertake  expensive  but  low- 
return  projects,  at  the  same  time  that 
predictions  multiply  of  an  impending  in¬ 
flationary  spiral  accompanied  by  low-ca¬ 


pacity  utilization  and  rising  unemploy¬ 
ment  levels. 

The  present  economic  dilemma  is  often 
simplified  as  a  guns  and  butter  trade  off. 
But,  we  can  have  both — if  returns  to 
investments  justify  the  comqntment. 
Government  policies  which  reallocate 
resources  by  employing  unrealistic  in¬ 
vestment  evaluations  must  be  eliminated. 

One  area  in  which  Government  policies 
have  created  significant/  dislocations  is 
the  huge  and  expensive/Sublic  works  pro¬ 
gram.  Government  cost -benefit  analysis 
has  employed  whayeconomists  term  an 
unrealistically  low7  discount  rate.  The 
result  has  been  gross  overinvestment  in 
public  works  projects  as  well  as  increas¬ 
ing  inflationary  pressures — because  these 
low-retum  Projects  compete  for  scarce 
resources  ylth  many  other  higher  return 
investments — and  lower  economic 
growth/ 

However,  the  picture  seems  to  be 
changing.  Given  a  choice  between  a  tax 
increase  and  lower  public  works  expendi¬ 
tures,  the  public  would  opt  for  spending 
juts.  The  slats  of  the  pork  barrel  are  fall¬ 
ing  off ;  the  long-used  argument  of  polit¬ 
ical  suicide  by  advocating  public  works 
budget  slashes  is  proving  untrue. 

According  to  an  article  in  last  Friday’s 
Wall  Street  Journal: 

The  old  fashioned  pork  barrel  seems  to  be 
suffering  a  decline  in  relative  esteem. 

The  voter  is  realizing  the  need  for  some 
sort  of  Government  spending  priorities. 
Budget  cuts  cannot  be  indiscriminate. 
There  must  be  some  system  to  show  rela¬ 
tive  payoffs  of  -alternative  proposals. 
Congress  must  act  as  soon  as  possible  to 
rectify  policies  which  justify  wasteful  in¬ 
vestments.  And  Congress  must  also  es¬ 
tablish  a  rational  and  realistic  ordering 
of  budget  needs. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  article  entitled  “Passing 
Up  the  Pork,”  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Passing  Up  the  Pork  :  Legislators,  Home 
Folk  Quietly  Accept  Freeze  on  Public 
Works  Plans — Many  Agree  the  Pet  Proj¬ 
ects  Should  Yield  to  Economy — School 
Is  Still  Sought — But  Some  Continue 
T5\Fight 

(By  Arlen  J.  Large) 

Washington. — A  $368,000  contract  for  an 
anti-erosion  job  on  a  beach  at  Hunting 
Island,  S.c\  is  on  the  list  of  public  works 
ordered  “frozhn”  by  President  Johnson  in  the 
Government’s \urrent  budget  squeeze. 

“Local  interest  is  high,”  warns  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  its  confidential  inven¬ 
tory  of  the  frozen  projects.  “Efforts  have  ex¬ 
tended  over  several  years  with  local  money 
now  available.  Considerable  public  criticism 
anticipated.” 

Yet  South  Carolina’s  two  Senator  so  far 
have  heard  no  cries  of  outrage  from  the  area, 
and  neither  has  the  Congressman  from  that 
district,  Democrat  Mendel  Rivers.  “The  peo¬ 
ple  down  there  are  willing  tN  take  their 
medicine,”  says  Mr.  Rivers. 

The  largest  project  on  the  Engines’  freeze 
list  is  an  $8.2  million  contract  for  instruc¬ 
tion  of  the  Rend  Lake  Dam  in  southern  Illi¬ 
nois.  The  home  folks  aren’t  in  revolt,  reports 
Democratic  Rep.  Kenneth  Gray,  “because 
I’ve  assured  them  that  it’s  only  tempora 
the  President  doesn’t  intend  to  stop  thfe 
project.” 

Both  Reps.  Rivers  and  Gray  are  quick  to 
stress  the  great  worth  of  these  vital  projects, 
and  both  think  the  freeze  is  a  bad  mistake. 


/f/*7 


16. ~REIW00l)  KAHK.  Began  debate  on  S.  2515,"  to  create*  the  Redwood  National  park, 

Calif,  (pp.  S155> 81-1560 8  ).  Adopted  Morse  amendment  to  exempt  from  Government 

property  exchangeable  for  lands  to  create  the  park  any  property  needed  for  pub¬ 
lic  use  and  management  (p,  S156C5) .  Agreed  to  limit  debate  on  any  amendment  to 
1  hour  equally  divided  except  the  Ellender  amendment  to  exempt  from  Government 
property  exchangeable  for  lands  to  create  the  park  any  lands  within  the  Northern 
Redwood  Purchase  unit  in  Del  Norte  county  (p.  S15581) . 

17.  RECREATION..  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  wjSth  amendments 

S.  1321,^°  establish  the  North  Cascades  National  Park  and  Ross  /Lake  National 
Recreatio\ Area,  to  designate  the  Pasayten  Wilderness  Area  and/to  modify  the 
Glacier  PeaK  Wilderness  Area  (S.  Rept.  700).  p.  S15540 


18 *  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with 
amendments  S.  699,  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Personnel  Act  of  1967,  to 
strengthen  intergovernmental  cooperation  and  the  administration  of  grant-in-aid 
programs,  to  extencKState  and  local  merit  systems  to  Additional  programs 
financed  by  Federal  t^nds,  etc.  (S.  Rept.  701).  p./S15540 

19.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
S.  6,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior^ to  construct,  operate,  and 
+)  maintain  the  first  stage  oXthe  Oahe  unit,  James  division.  Mo.  River  Basin  pro¬ 
ject,  S.  D.  (S.  Rept.  699)  (V.  S 15540) ;  and  R.  845,  to  construct,  operate, 
and  maintain  the  Neb.  mid-Stac^  division,  tyd.  River  Basin  project  (S.  Rept.  696) 
(p.  S 15539) . 


Committee  reported  with  amendment  S. 
public  lands  which  are  unsuitable  for 


20.  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affair 

220,  to  authorize  the  sale  of  cert, 
cultivation  (S.  Rept.  693).  p.  S15I 

21.  OIL  AND  GAS  LEASES.  The  Interior/and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with 

amendment  S.  1367,  to  authorizAterminatioVi  of  certain  oil  and  gas  leases  where 
there  has  been  failure  to  maker  timely  payment  of  full  rental  (S.  Rept.  698). 
p.  S 15540 

22.  CONTRACTS.  The  Interior  a/d  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

S.  1946,  to  amend  the  repayment  contract  with  thetToss  Reservoir  Master  Conser- 
J)  vancy  District  (S.  Rent,  702).  pp.  S15539-40 

23.  FAMILY  FARMS.  Sen.  l4tcalf  inserted  an  article,  "FamilV  Farms  Will  Save  America," 

and  stated,  "I  sh are  his  view  that  we  must  restore  a  rur^l-urban  balance  in  our 
Nation."  pp.  S15M6-7 

24.  JOB  CORPS.  S&6,  Metcalf  inserted  a  resolution  in  support  of  b^e  Job  Corps  pro¬ 

gram.  p.  S 15547 

25.  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Metcalf  inserted  an  editorial,  "The  Church  and\Conservation. " 

pp.  S15^47-8 

26.  SOCIAL  SECURITY.  Sen.  Metcalf  inserted  a  letter  from  several  Reps.  inWiposition 
to/the  "anti-welfare"  provisions  of  H.  R.  12080,  the  proposed  Social  Security 
‘  fiendments  of  1967.  p.  S 15553 

^A^NATIONAL  GRANGE.  Sen.  Pearson  commended  the  work  of  the  National  Grange  and 

stated,  "I  applaud  the  National  Grange  in  its  100th  year,  and  welcome  its  con' 
tinued  contributions  in  the  future."  pp.  S15559-60 


28.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Sen.  Nelson  Inserted  an  article,  "Farmers  Beat  Flooding  ProbJ 
\  With  Help,"  and  stated  that  this  article  "points  up  another  achievement  of/the 
Pri-Ru-Ta  resource,  conservation  and  development  project  in  Wisconsin." 

^5564 


29.  PESTICIDES.  Sen.  Nelson  stated,  "I  am  gravely  concerned  about .the  increasing 

pollu^sdon  of  our  environment  caused  by  DDT,"  and  inserted  an  articj/e,  "Don't  Let 
Them  U^R  DDT."  pp.  S155S5-6 


WILD  RlVERS\  Sen.  Nelson  commended  the  work  of  a  private  power/company  which 
"has  preserWd  in  a  natural  state  some  70  miles  of  the  beaut j/rul  St.  Croix 
River,"  and  inserted  an  article  on  this  subject,  p.  S15568/ 


31. 


39. 


PERSONNEL.  Sen.  >tilliams,  Del.,  inserted  a  report  on  Federal  employment  for  Sept 
and  stated,  "I  am\lad  to  note  that  this  report  shows  sr  reduction  in  civilian 
employment  by  the  Federal  Government  of  78,188  during/the  month  of  September." 
He  recommended  that  cbis  reduction  continue  until  tye.  employment  level  is  at  the 
Sept.  1966  level,  p.  90.5570 


32.  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen\Mundt  spoke  in  favor/of  S.  J.  Res.  64,  to  establish 
a  Commission  on  Balanced  Economic  Development^  which  is  now  pending  in  the 
House,  pp.  S 15578-9 


IT£ 
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33.  4-H  CLUBS.  Rep.  Cederberg  inserted' 
fits  of  4-H  Club  programs,  p.  A5330) 


mstituent's  article  describing  the  bene- 


34.  AIR  POLLUTION.  Extension  of  remarks  of 'R(ep.  Rhodes,  Pa.,  expressing  support  for 
proposed  air  pollution  legislation,  and  inserting  the  Vice  President's  remarks 
on  the  necessity  of  this  program,  p.  A5335 

Extension  of  remarks  of  R^p.  Reuss  urgin^stepped  up  action  to  provide  cleans 
air.  p.  A5347 


35.  COTTON.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  O'Hara,  Ill/V  during  debate  on  the  bill  to 
reduce  import  quotas  o yC  extra- long-staple  cotton. \pp.  A5335-6 


36.  CENSUS.  Extension  o i  remarks  of  Rep.  Wylie  favoring  che  proposed  bill  to  keep 
census  interrogation  within  "reasonable  bounds"  and  inerting  an  article, 
"Bureaucrats  StLlfl  Prying."  p.  A5336 


37.  MEAT  INSPECTION  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Blatnik  expressing  support  for  the 
improvement/and  strengthening  of  meat  inspection  regulations\  pp.  A5344-5 


38.  CONSERVATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Don  Clausen  commend:u\g  the  blending 
together  of  community  development  and  the  conservation  of  naturalv resources  in 
his  district,  and  inserting  a  fact  sheet  on  this  program,  pp.  A5354-5 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


1PJ.OYMENT.  S.  2601  by  Sen.  Percy  and  H.  R.  13777  by  Rep.  Curtis,  to  increase 
employment  opportunities  for  individuals  whose  lack  of  skills  and  education  acts 
as  a  barrier  to  their  employment  at  or  above  the  Federal  minimum  wage;  to  L^bor 
and  Public  Welfare  Committee.  Remarks  by  Sen.  Percy,  pp.  S15540-2;  Rep.  Curtis, 
pp.  H14264-70  V 
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permitting  this  city  to  move  ahead  and 
to  provide  a  greater  impetus  to  our  reor¬ 
ganized  government,  and  its  official  fam- 
to  deal  more  effectively  with  the  many 
problems  at  hand. 


REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  authorize  the 
establishment  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  426 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  under 
date  of  October  27,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son!  presented  an  amendment  to  the 
pending  measure  on  behalf  of  himself, 
Mr.  Aiken,  Mr.  Stennis,  and  myself. 

I  send  that  amendment  (No.  426)  to 
the  desk  for  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Spong  in  the  chair).  The  amendment 
will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  line  19,  change  the  comma  to 
a  period  and  strike  the  remainder  of  the 
sentence  through  the  period  in  line  21,  as 
follows:  “or  any  federally  owned  property  he 
may  designate  within  the  Northern  Red¬ 
wood  Purchase  Unit  in  Del  Norte  County, 
California.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
hopeful  that  no  action  will  be  taken  on 
amendment  No.  426  in  the  immediate 
future.  I  am  engaged  in  a  conference 
scheduled  to  meet  at  1:30,  and  another 
scheduled  to  meet  at  2:30.  I  am  hopeful 
we  can  finish  with  those  two  confer¬ 
ences  early  in  the  afternoon,  so  that 
this  amendment  can  be  fully  discussed. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
able  friend  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  First,  I  wish  to  say,  as 
my  able  friend  knows,  that  I  am  deeply 
grieved  that  a  Senator  of  his  stature  and 
capability  would  join  in  such  an  amend¬ 
ment.  But  I  am  sure  the  authors  of  the 
bill  will  wish  to  argue  for  a  reasonable 
period  of  time  against  the  amendment, 
and  then  would  be  prepared  to  vote 
whenever  the  Senate  desires.  But  as 
far  as  my  friend  from  Louisiana  is 
concerned,  I  would,  of  course,  accom¬ 
modate  him  with  respect  to  his  other 
responsibilities. 

Does  the  Senator  know  whether  any 
other  amendments  will  be  offered? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know  of  any. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  two  amendments,  I  believe. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  sure  my  able 
friend  would  not  object,  then,  in  the 
interests  of  time,  if  there  are  other 
amendments,  that  his  amendment  be  put 
aside. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  not  object  to 
that. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  it  is  also 
fair  to  state  that  it  is  the  desire  of  the 
minority  leadership  that  final  action  on 
the  pending  bill  not  take  place  before 
tomorrow  at  or  about  the  hour  of  2:30. 

I  do  not  want  to  ask  for  a  unanimous- 
consent  .agreement  in  that  regard.  I  do 
not  believe  I  should  do  so  at  this  time. 
However,  that  fact  should  be  spread  on 
the  Record.  I  believe  it  is  correct. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent — with  the  stipula¬ 
tion  in  mind  regarding  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
that  he  must  attend  very  important  con¬ 
ference  meetings — that  after  the  open¬ 
ing  remarks  of  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  and  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  ranking  minority  member, 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  there  be  a  time  limitation  of  1 
hour  on  each  amendment  and  that  there 
be  a  limitation  of  1  hour  on  the  bill,  and 
that  the  vote  on  final  passage  take  place 
at  2:30  p.m.  Wednesday. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  have  to  object  to  that  request.  I 
want  to  consult  with  other  Senators  who 
are  cosponsoring  the  amendment. 

I  think  the  bill  ought  to  be  thoroughly 
discussed.  It  involves  a  future  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $100  million,  as  authorized;  and 
whether  that  amount  of  time  will  be  suf¬ 
ficient,  I  do  not  know. 

My  amendment  seeks  to  strike  from 
the  pending  bill  the  authority  to  ex¬ 
change  federally  owned  lands  for  pri¬ 
vately  owned  lands  to  constitute  a  park. 
It  is  a  great  departure  from  what  we 
have  done  in  the  past. 

I  hope  that  the  pending  bill,  together 
with  the  amendment,  will  be  thoroughly 
discussed  before  we  vote. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  the  pending  amendment,  which 
will  be  considered  later  today  or  possibly 
tomorrow  afternoon,  there  be  a  time 
limitation  of  1  hour  on  each  amendment 
and  1  hour  on  the  bill,  and  that  if  at  all 
possible,  with  the  usual  rules  being 
waived,  the  vote  take  place  at  2:30  to¬ 
morrow  afternoon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Spong  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in  a 
position  now  to  urge  the  majority  leader 
to  make  a  unanimous -consent  request 
that  we  vote  at  2:30  tomorrow  afternoon. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  know,  but  the  act¬ 
ing  minority  leader  must  allow  the 
majority  leader  a  little  leeway  as  a  pro¬ 
tection  for  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand  it,  the  amendment  at  the 
desk  is  the  pending  business  and  permis¬ 
sion  will  be  granted  to  set  it  aside  if  other 
amendments  are  offered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  fur¬ 
ther  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time 
limitation  not  start  until  after  the  open¬ 
ing  statements  of  the  two  managers  of 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
majority  leader  make  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  in  the  usual  form? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes;  indeed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 


from  Montana?  Without  objection,  the 
unanimous-consent  request  is  agreed  to. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Ordered,  That  after  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  and  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  conclude  their 
opening  statements,  during  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  authorize 
the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other 
purposes,  debate  on  any  amendment,  except 
the  pending  amendment  No.  426,  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
on  which  there  is  no  limit,  motion,  or  appeal, 
except  a  motion  to  lay  on  the  table,  shall 
be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  mover  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion  and  the  majority  lead¬ 
er  or  his  designee:  Provided,  That  in  the 
event  the  majority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any 
such  amendment  or  motion,  the  time  in 
opposition  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the 
minority  leader  or  some  Senator  designated 
by  him:  Provided  further.  That  no  amend¬ 
ment  that  is  not  germane  to  the  provisions 
of  the  said  bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further,  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders :  Provided,  That  the  said 
leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from  the  time 
under  their  control  on  the  passage  of  the 
said  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any  Sena¬ 
tor  during  the  consideration  of  any  amend¬ 
ment,  motion,  or  appeal. 

Provided  further.  That  the  Senate  proceed 
to  vote  on  the  question  of  final  passage  of 
the  said  bill  at  2:30  p.m.  on  Wednesday, 
November  1,  1967. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  SPONG 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  compliment  the  junior  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Spong  1,  who  is  pres¬ 
ently  presiding  over  the  Senate,  on  the 
very  capable  manner  in  which  he  con- 
d  the  conference  on  the  part  of  the 
Sduate  conferees,  and  on  his  handling  of 
the\3istrict  of  Columbia  revenue  meas¬ 
ure. 

I  thfhk  that  his  competency,  of  which 
I  speak\  was  very  much  in  evidence 
throughout  his  presentation  of  the  reve¬ 
nue  bill  on\the  Senate  floor,  when  the 
Senate  originally  considered  the  matter, 
and  also  in  hi\presentation  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  1 

As  the  chairmal*  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  District  of  Colmnbia  Appropriations, 
I  have  naturally  followed  with  great  in¬ 
terest  the  developments  during  the  con¬ 
ference  between  the  Senate  and  the 
House  on  the  revenue  bill1 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Spong]  and  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  ok  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  [Mr.  BiBLElNaave,  in 
view  of  the  existing  budget  crisis,  kept 
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the  informed  of  the  developments.  I  be¬ 
lief  that  the  Senate  conferees  did  the 
very',  best  they  could  in  their  effort  to 
sustain  the  Senate  position.  I  know  that 
their  task  was  very  difficult.  I  am  con¬ 
strained  'to  believe,  without  any  question 
in  my  owirmind,  that,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  the^position  finally  taken  by  the 
Senate  confers  in  conference  was  the 
only  position  Vhich  could  have  been 
taken.  'v 

The  District  of  \olumbia  government 
is  faced  with  a  financial  crisis.  It  is  of 
the  utmost  important;  that  the  fiscal 
year  1968  appropriatioi\bill  be  passed  at 
the  earliest  possible  datd^and  placed  on 
the  President’s  desk  for  liis  signature. 
This  fact,  I  think,  was  overling  in  the 
decision  of  the  Senate  conferees  to  re¬ 
cede,  as  they  did,  in  conferencesJ  do  not 
believe  they  had  any  alternative*. under 
the  circumstances.  \ 

So  I  have  taken  the  floor  at  this  tin\e  to 
commend  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  and  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Nevada,  and  other 
Senate  conferees,  on  the  determined  fight 
that  they  made  in  the  conference.  While 
they  did  not  succeed,  as  they  had  hoped 
to,  in  upholding  the  Senate  position,  I 
feel  that  the  proposed  Federal  payment 
of  $70  million  is  a  considerable  improve¬ 
ment  over  the  present  authorized  pay¬ 
ment  of  $60  million.  I  only  hope  that  the 
Subcommittee  on  District  of  Columbia 
Appropriations,  of  which  I  am  the  chair¬ 
man,  can  now  be  successful  in  bringing 
about  the  enactment  of  an  appropria¬ 
tion  which  will  come  up  to  the  authorized 
amount  of  $70  million. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Virginia  for 
the  efforts  he  has  made  and  for  his  able 
leadership  in  this  matter.  I  say  again 
that  I  think  he  has  done  a  very  good  job. 
And  so  have  his  fellow  conferees. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  authorize  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
S.  2515  will  authorize  creation  of  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  for  the  appreciation 
and  enjoyment  of  this  and  future  gen¬ 
erations. 

The  Redwood  National  Park,  preserv¬ 
ing  in  their  natural  splendor  the  tallest 
of  all  living  things,  will  be  a  unique  addi¬ 
tion  to  our  national  park  system.  Within 
the  boundaries  of  the  park  proposed  in 
S.  2515  are  all  of  the  most  magnificent 
groves  of  redwood  presently  in  private 
ownership.  Also  within  the  boundaries 
are  three  California  State  parks  which 
contain  some  of  the  most  impressive 
groves  of  redwood  in  existence. 

In  keeping  with  the  highest  purposes 


of  our  national  park  system,  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  will  offer  abundant 
opportunities  for  a  variety  of  recrea¬ 
tional,  educational,  and  scientific  pur¬ 
suits.  Foremost  is  the  redwood  itself, 
displayed  in  profusion  and  variety  from 
bottom  land  to  ridgetop  in  a  number  of 
individual,  untouched  watersheds  and 
climaxed  in  a  grove  of  the  tallest  of  the 
tall.  Complementing  the  redwood  groves 
will  be  crystal  streams,  quiet  meadows, 
beautiful  Fern  Canyon,  a  herd  of  Roose¬ 
velt  elk,  and  miles  of  unspoiled  beaches 
defining  the  western  perimeter  of  the 
park.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an  area 
worthy  of  addition  to  our  national  park 
system. 

The  proposal  for  creation  of  a  Redwood 
National  Park  has  been  steeped  in  con¬ 
troversy.  Perhaps  no  issue  to  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  has  been  the  focus  of  such 
national  attention  and  concern.  Millions 
of  Americans  feel  a  very  personal  in¬ 
volvement  in  the  Redwood  Park  issue. 
The  many  who  have  not  seen  and  may 
never  see  these  ancient  specimens  are 
awed  and  inspired  by  the  knowledge  of 
their  existence.  There  has  developed  an 
insistent  public  demand  that  these  giants 
of  the  forest  be  given  the  protection  of 
the  Nation. 

In  considering  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion,  the  committee  has  been  conscious 
of  the  need  for  timely  action.  The  re¬ 
maining  north  coast  redwoods  outside 
of  State  parks  are  committed  to  cutting. 
While  the  redwood  industry,  for  the  most 
part,  has  acted  with  magnanimity  in 
maintaining  a  moratorium  on  cutting 
within  key  areas  advocated  for  park 
status,  they  cannot  afford  to  stay  the  saw 
for  long  while  we  fail  to  make  a  decision. 
The  committee  has  been  conscious  of  the 
fact  that  until  we  achieve  a  resolution 
of  this  issue,  a  cloud  of  uncertainty  hangs 
over  local  industry  and  local  communi¬ 
ties. 

S.  2515  was  introduced  as  a  clean  bill, 
incorporating  the  final  results  of  delib¬ 
erations  in  committee  which  attempted 
j  to  fairly  consider  and  weigh  the  com¬ 
peting  and  conflicting  interests  at  stake. 
In  my  view,  the  bill  approved  in  com¬ 
mittee  combines  the  best  features  of  the 
several  measures  which  were  before  the 
committee. 

S.  1370,  the  administration  bij,  .was 
introduced  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
California  and  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Interior  Committee  [Mr.  Kuchel] 
and  was  supported  by  the  Save-the-Red- 
woods  League.  The  bill  proposed  a  park 
of  close  to  42,000  acres  in  the  Mill  Creek 
watershed  of  Del  Norte  County,  including 
two  State  parks,  plus  a  1,600-acre  sep¬ 
arate  unit  comprising  a  corridor  to  and 
including  the  “tall  trees”  grove  on  Red¬ 
wood  Creek  in  Humboldt  County. 

S.  514,  the  bill  introduced  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf] 
and  supported  by  the  Sierra  Club  and  a 
number  of  other  conservation  organiza¬ 
tions,  proposed  a  90,000-acre  park  in  the 
Redwood  Creek  watershed  of  Humboldt 
County. 

S.  1526,  introduced  by  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy]  and 
supported  by  a  number  of  organizations 
representing  industry  and  local  com- 
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munities,  proposed  a  25,000-acre  park 
comprised  primarily  of  three  existing 
State  parks. 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  recommends  enactment  of  S.  2515, 
authorizing  a  Redwood  National  Park  of 
not  to  exceed  64,000  acres  exclusive  of 
submerged  lands.  The  park  will  be  in  two 
units,  including  the  cream  of  the  red¬ 
wood  country  in  both  the  Mill  Creek  and 
Redwood  Creek  drainages. 

The  north  unit,  in  the  Mill  Creek 
watershed  of  Del  Norte  County,  comprises 
25,970  acres,  of  which  13,577  acres  is  old- 
growth  redwood.  Included  in  the  north 
unit  are  the  Jedediah  Smith  and  Del 
Norte  Coast  Redwood  State  Parks,  total¬ 
ing  14,820  acres. 

The  south  unit,  in  the  Redwood  Creek 
watershed  of  Humboldt  County,  com¬ 
prises  35,684  acres  of  which  19,753  acres 
are  old-growth  redwood.  Included  in  the 
south  unit  is  the  Prairie  Creek  Redwood 
State  Park  of  13,210  acres. 

The  committee-approved  bill  includes 
the  best  of  both  areas.  I  am  pleased  that 
the  major  conservation  organizations 
advocating  establishment  of  a  park  in 
one  or  the  other  watershed  have  now 
indicated  their  support  for  the  park 
boundaries  proposed  in  this  bill.  The 
committee  bill  preserves  more  old  growth 
Redwood — some  13,000  acres  more — than 
the  administration  bill.  S.  2515  includes 
the  three  State  parks  recommended  in 
the  Murphy  bill.  However,  the  commit¬ 
tee  does  not  believe  a  national  park  can 
be  created  from  the  State  parks  alone. 
The  addition  of  some  28,000  acres  of 
private  and  Federal  lands  creates  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  worthy  of  the  name. 

The  committee  does  believe  that  the 
Redwood  National  Park  will  reach  its 
ultimate  fruition  only  when  the  Jed 
Smith,  Del  Norte  Coast,  and  Prairie  Creek 
State  Parks  are  donated  by  the  State  of 
California  and  become  part  of  the  na¬ 
tional  park.  Donation  of  the  State  parks 
is  a  matter  for  determination  by  the  State 
of  California,  and  the  committee  has  not 
made  this  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
creation  of  a  Redwood  National  Park. 
Should  the  State  not  act,  the  national 
park  should,  nonetheless,  be  created  to 
assure  preservation  of  the  additional 
redwood  groves.  In  such  event,  coopera¬ 
tive  management  agreements  should  be 
worked  out  with  the  State  of  California 
so  that  the  National  and  State  parks  can 
coexist  with  the  maximum  shared  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  public  interest. 

The  creation  of  a  Redwood  National 
Park  requires  the  acquisition  of  a  sub¬ 
stantial  acreage  of  privately  owned  lands 
now  devoted  to  timber  harvest.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  cognizant  of  the  problems  this 
creates  in  the  disruption  of  industrial 
operations  and  impact  on  the  local  econ¬ 
omy.  These  difficulties  could  be  magnified 
by  any  undue  delay  in  the  acquisition 
process  and  could  impede  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  park. 

With  these  problems  in  mind,  the 
committee  has  approved  language  in  the 
bill  authorizing  an  exchange  of  lands 
within  the  northern  redwood  purchase 
unit  which  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  pri¬ 
vately  owned  lands  within  the  park 
boundaries  on  a  value-ior-value  basis.  In 
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approving  this  provision,  the  committee 
has  stated  specifically  that  a  general 
policy  of  exchanging  national  forest 
lands  for  park  acquisition  is  not  pro¬ 
posed  or  advocated. 

To  the  contrary,  this  provision  is  pro¬ 
posed  as  an  honorable  exception  to  a 
general  policy,  not  the  establishment  of 
a  new  one.  This  provision  must  be  strict¬ 
ly  interpreted  in  the  light  of  the  unique 
circumstances  affecting  the  Redwood 
National  Park  authorization.  We  face 
these  alternatives:  'on  the  one  hand, 
make  a  choice  between  establishing  a 
Redwood  National  Park  devoted  to  pre¬ 
serving  the  redwood  or  maintaining  a 
northern  redwood  purchase  unit  devot¬ 
ed  to  harvesting  the  redwood;  on  the 
other  hand,  make  a  decision  to  both  es¬ 
tablish  the  Redwood  National  Park  and 
also  continue  to  sell  redwood  from  the 
purchase  unit  on  a  public  bid  basis. 

In  this  connection,  I  believe  we  have 
an  obligation  to  examine  and  weigh  the 
public  purposes  to  which  the  purchase 
unit  is  devoted.  The  history  and  purposes 
of  the  purchase  unit  are  summarized  in 
a  letter  of  April  27,  1967,  from  Mr.  A.  W. 
Greeley,  Associate  Chief  of  the  Forest 
Service,  which  appears  on  page  204  of 
the  printed  record  of  the  hearing  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Sub¬ 
committee  in  April  of  this  year. 

Mr.  Greeley  states: 

In  1934  the  National  Forest  Reservation 
Commission  approved  the  acquisition  of  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  lands  in  the  coast  area  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  In  1935  it  approved  the  establishment 
of  specific  purchase  units — in  Del  Norte  and 
Humboldt  Counties  and  in  Mendocino  and 
Sonoma  Counties.  There  were  later  designated 
the  Northern  and  Southern  Redwood  Pur¬ 
chase  Units,  respectively.  The  present  North¬ 
ern  Redwood  National  Forest  Purchase  Unit 
is  a  portion  of  the  one  originally  approved 
in  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Klamath  River.  At  that  time 
purchase  of  about  130,000  acres  in  this  area 
was  contemplated.  No  lands  were  bought  in 
the  southern  unit  and  it  has  been  dropped 
from  our  records. 

The  purpose  of  these  purchase  units  very 
clearly  was  to  promote  sustained  yield  timber 
growing  and  utilization  in  the  redwood  forest 
areas,  demonstrate  conservative  logging  prac¬ 
tices,  and  manage  the  lands  under  the  mul¬ 
tiple  use  programs  which  characterize  the 
National  Forests. 

Mr.  President,  the  lands  actually 
acquired  within  the  target  of  130,000 
acres  mentioned  by  Mr.  Greeley  amount 
to  some  14,500  acres.  Further  light  is  shed 
on  the  current  status  of  the  purchase 
unit  in  the  report  on  redwoods  of  the 
American  Forestry  Association,  dated 
February  25,  1965.  I  will  quote  from  this 
report  at  this  point  but  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  an  excerpt  from  the  report 
headed  “Coast  Redwood  Purchase  Unit” 
appear  in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  here 
is  what  the  American  Forestry  Associa¬ 
tion  report  says  about  the  present  status 
of  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit: 

Lack  of  funds,  acquisition  of  sizable  areas 
by  large  timber  companies,  and  improved 
logging  practices  by  private  owners  combined 
to  put  a  stop  to  the  acquisition  program. 
This  situation  led  the  National  Forest  Res¬ 
ervation  Commission  in  1957  to  drop  the  en¬ 


tire  Southern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  and  to 
reduce  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit 
to  a  gross  area  of  147,180  acres,  of  which 
36,184  acres  is  in  Del  Norte  County  and 
90,996  acres  in  Humboldt  County. 

With  less  than  10  percent  of  the  reduced 
area  in  federal  ownership,  and  with  further 
substantial  additions  unlikely,  the  forest  su¬ 
pervisors  in  charge  of  the  unit  recommended 
on  November  1,  1963,  that  the  gross  area  of 
the  unit  be  decreased  to  the  32,409  acres 
north  of  the  Klamath  River,  and  that  the 
area  be  known  as  the  Redwood  National  For¬ 
est.  This  step  would  leave  931  acres  in  scat¬ 
tered  tracts  south  of  the  Klamath  River, 
which  could  be  used  as  trading  stock.  The 
proposal  was  approved  by  the  supervisors  of 
Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties  and  by 
the  Stimpson  Timber  Company  (the  largest 
private  owner  in  the  unit)  but  has  not  been 
acted  upon  by  the  Forest  Service. 

Mr.  President,  the  northern  Redwood 
purchase  unit  involves  a  program  con¬ 
ceived  in  depression  days  to  help  stabilize 
the  local  economy.  The  laudable  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  program  were  thwarted  by 
World  War  II  and  made  less  important 
by  a  change  in  the  pattern  of  operations 
in  the  industry.  I  think  it  is  entirely 
within  the  purview  of  the  Congress  to 
determine  whether  retention  of  this  ac¬ 
tivity  should  enjoy  an  overriding  priority 
in  light  of  the  public  purposes  we  are 
trying  to  achieve.  Utilization  of  Federal 
lands  within  the  purchase  unit  will  lessen 
the  cash  appropriations  required  to  es¬ 
tablish  the  Redwood  National  Park,  will 
expedite  the  land  acquisition  program 
necessary  to  establish  the  national  park 
before  redwood  groves  are  cut  within  the 
park  boundaries,  and  will  help  stabilize 
the  local  economy  during  the  period  of 
transition. 

The  committee  has  made  clear  in  our 
report  that  we  believe  plans  to  increase 
the  allowable  cut  on  the  Six  Rivers  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  in  keeping  with  sound  for¬ 
est  management  practices  should  go  for¬ 
ward.  The  additional  allowable  cut  will 
more  than  offset  any  loss  in  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  timber  purchases  through  public 
bidding  resulting  from  a  change  in  the 
status  of  the  northern  redwood  pur¬ 
chase  unit. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  terms  of  S. 
2515,  in  contrast  to  other  measures  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  committee,  the  temporary 
Economic  impact  of  a  reduction  in  lum¬ 
bering  operations  is  shared  by  more  than 
one  county  and  is  therefore  less  on  each 
county.  Similarly,  the  impact  is  spread 
over  more  than  one  redwood  lumber 
company.  Because  of  the  readjustment  of 
the  economic  impact,  the  committee  has 
eliminated  the  provision  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration  bill  which  called  for  economic 
adjustment  payments  to  local  govern¬ 
mental  bodies. 

The  committee  has  also  eliminated 
those  provisions  of  the  administration 
bill  which  called  for  a  transfer  of  the 
Muir  Woods  National  Monument  and 
King  Range  lands  to  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  The  State  of  California  has  indi¬ 
cated  interest  in  certain  Federal  prop¬ 
erties,  largely  beach  areas,  which  the 
State  believes  should  be  available  for 
public  use  and  enjoyment  under  the 
management  of  the  State  park  system. 
The  committee  has  made  clear  in  our  re¬ 
port  that  we  believe  negotiations  should 
go  forward  between  the  responsible  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  authorities.  This  is  in  ac¬ 


cordance  with  a  national  policy  of  re¬ 
viewing  Federal  properties  to  determine 
where  lands  suitable  for  recreation  pur¬ 
poses  can  be  made  available  for  public 
use. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  create  a  Redwood  National  Park 
superior  in  location,  natural  beauty,  and 
the  proportion  of  old  growth  redwood 
preserved.  The  park  described  in  this 
bill  enjoys  united  support  from  public- 
spirited  individuals  and  organizations 
that  have  long  advocated  a  Redwood 
National  Park. 

Mr.  President,  before  I  conclude  my 
remarks  I  wish  to  pay  high  tribute  to 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
committee  [Mr.  Kuchel],  and  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  [Mr.  Bible], 
The  compromise  bill,  S.  2515,  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate,  is  the  result  of 
the  work  of  the  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee  and  the  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee.  Their  work 
has  made  possible  the  legislation  that  is 
now  before  the  Senate.  We  who  serve  on 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  feel  this  is  a  good  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  the  Senate  to 
approve  S.  2515,  as  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

Exhibit  1 

[From  report  on  redwoods  of  the  American 
Forestry  Association,  Feb.  25,  1965] 
Coast  Redwood  Purchase  Unit 

Proposals  for  the  acquisition  by  the  Forest 
Service  of  coast  redwood  lands  began  early 
in  1934  with  letters  from  private  citizens  and 
a  recommendation  by  the  Mendocino  County 
Chamber  of  Commerce.  The  National  Forest 
Reservation  Commission  responded  promptly 
by  approving  in  principle  of  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  redwood  national  forest  with  a 
tentative  area  of  200,000  acres.  Regional 
Forester  S.  B.  Show  immediately  issued  a 
news  release  stating  that  the  land  would  be 
handled  as  an  economic  unit  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  timber,  not  as  a  park,  but  that  provi¬ 
sion  would  be  made  for  recreation  and  that 
no  timber  would  be  cut  in  scenic  strips  along 
roads  and  streams;  grazing  would  be  main¬ 
tained. 

Some  weeks  later  the  Regional  Forester 
reiterated  these  points  in  a  letter  to  Governor 
Frank  F.  Merriam,  with  emphasis  on  the  fact 
that  the  Forest  Service  would  practice  sus¬ 
tained  yield  forestry  and  would  work  out 
better  methods  of  logging  redwood  than 
those  currently  in  use  by  private  owners.  As¬ 
surance  was  given  that  recreation  values 
would  be  fully  developed  and  that  roads 
would  be  constructed  to  make  the  land 
available  for  public  use. 

On  September  14,  1934,  the  California  Leg¬ 
islature,  acting  upon  a  special  request  from 
Governor  Merriam,  passed  the  following  en¬ 
abling  act: 

‘‘The  Leigslature  of  the  State  of  California 
hereby  consents  to  the  acquisition  by  the 
United  States  by  purchase,  gift  or  condemna¬ 
tion  with  adequate  compensation  of  such 
lands  in  the  State  of  California  as  in  the 
opinion  of  the  government  of  the  United 
States  may  be  needed  for  the  establishment, 
consolidation  and  extension  of  National 
forests  in  this  State  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  1,  1911.” 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  act  applied  to  the 
entire  state  and  not  specifically  to  the  coast 
redwood  region.  Three  days  later  the  super¬ 
visors  of  Humboldt  County  and  Del  Norte 
County,  at  separate  meetings,  approved  plans 
for  federal  acquisition  of  redwood  lands  for 
a  national  forest.  If  this  approval  of  the 
expansion  of  federal  holdings  now  seems  sur- 
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prising,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
Great  Depression  had  led  many  to  regard  pri¬ 
vate  ownership  of  large  holdings  of  mature 
timber  that  could  not  be  harvested  for  many 
years  as  a  liability  rather  than  an  asset. 
Some  large  landowners  found  it  difficult  even 
to  pay  their  taxes. 

On  August  29,  1935,  the  National  Forest 
Reservation  Commission  established  a  South¬ 
ern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  of  600,000  acres 
in  Sonoma  County  and  Mendocino  County, 
and  a  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  of 
863,000  acres  in  Humboldt  County  and  Del 
Norte  County.  The  total  area  of  863,000  acres 
was  much  larger  than  that  first  proposed. 

The  Forest  Service  obtained  options  on 
63,000  acres  in  Del  Norte  County,  which  were 
to  be  acquired  as  funds  became  available. 
The  first  purchase  of  4,336  acres  was  com¬ 
pleted  in  1939.  Subsequent  purchases 
brought  the  total  to  14,491  acres  (the  pres¬ 
ent  area)  by  1945.  The  cost  was  $444,415.72, 
an  average  of  $30.67  per  acre,  with  most  of 
the  redwood*  bringing  a  stumpage  price  of 
about  50  cents  per  M  board  feet. 

Lack  of  funds,  acquisition  _of  sizeable 
areas  by  large  timber  companies,  and  im¬ 
proved  logging  practices  by  private  owners 
combined  to  put  a  stop  to  the  acquisition 
program.  This  situation  led  the  National 
Forest  Reservation  Commission  in  1957  to 
drop  the  entire  Southern  Redwood  Purchase 
Unit  and  to  reduce  the  Northern  Redwood 
Purchase  Unit  to  a  gross  area  of  147,180 
acres,  of  which  36,184  acres  is  in  Del  Norte 
County  and  90,996  acres  in  Humboldt 
County. 

With  less  than  10  percent  of  the  reduced 
area  in  federal  ownership,  and  with  further 
substantial  additions  unlikely,  the  forest 
supervisor  in  charge  of  the  unit  recom¬ 
mended  on  November  1,  1963,  that  the  gross 
area  of  the  unit  be  decreased  to  the  32,409 
acres  north  of  the  Klamath  River,  and  that 
the  area  be  known  as  the  ^Redwood  National 
Forest.  This  step  would  leave  931  acres  in 
scattered  tracts  south  of  the  Klamath  River, 
which  could  be  used  as  trading  stock.  The 
proposal  was  approved  by  the  supervisors  of 
Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  counties  and  by 
the  Simpson  Timber  Company  (the  largest 
private  owner  in  the  unit)  but  has  not  been 
acted  upon  by  the  Forest  Service. 

Practically  all  of  the  federal  land  in  the 
present  unit  is  classified  as  commercial  for¬ 
est  land,  of  which  935  acres  have  been  set 
aside  as  an  experimental  forest,  and  491 
acres  are  nonstocked.  Timber  volumes  total 
1,238  million  board  feet,  of  which  about  60 
percent  is  redwood  and  40  percent  Douglas- 
fir,  with  a  scattering  of  other  species. 

Timber  harvesting  started  on  a  small  scale 
in  1954.  The  average  annual  cut  during  the 
11  years  ending  June  30,  1964,  has  been 
about  19  million  board  feet.  Payments  to 
Del  Norte  County  in  lieu  of  taxes  have  to¬ 
taled  $1,083,407  during  the  last  ten  years — 
an  average  of  about  $108,341  per  year. 

Timber  on  the  purchase  unit  is  managed 
under  a  comprehensive  and  detailed  plan, 
the  primary  objective  of  which  is  '‘conver¬ 
sion  of  the  present  over-mature  forest  to  a 
regulated  forest  of  proper  age — class  distri¬ 
bution  and  stocking  which  will  support  a  sus¬ 
tained  yield  of  forest  products.”  The  average 
allowable  annual  cut  during  the  30  years 
required  for  the  conversion  is  estimated  at 
30  million  board  feet.  Development  of  other 
multiple-use  values  is  also  sought,  with  em¬ 
phasis  on  watershed  protection  and  recrea¬ 
tion.  The  latter  has  not  yet  reached  a  level 
requiring  the  development  of  camp  sites. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  California. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Hartke  assumed 
the  chair.) 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If,  as  I  very  much  hope 
and  believe  it  will,  the  Senate  approves 


the  pending  legislation,  much  of  the 
credit  for  that  action  will  go  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson].  I 
am  grateful  for  his  kind  words.  I  do  have 
an  honest  interest  in  the  establishment 
by  Congress  of  a  Redwood  National  Park 
in  the  State  from  which  I  come.  But  I 
want  Senators  to  know  that  there  never 
would  have  been  the  opportunity  now 
presented  to  the  Senate  to  approve  this 
kind  of  bill  had  it  not  been  for  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  Senator  from  Washington. 
I  have  been  very  glad  to  work  with  him 
and  to  work  with  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible],  and  others, 
to  bring  about,  at  long  last,  a  piece  of 
legislation  which  not  only  bears  the 
stamp  of  approval  of  the  Senator’s  com¬ 
mittee,  but  also  has  as  its  vigorous  spon¬ 
sors  the  Save  the  Redwoods  League,  the 
great  Sierra  Club,  and  others,  all  across 
the  country,  who  are  interested  in  the 
creation  of  a  Redwood  National  Park. 

The  Senator’s  speech  should  be  read 
by  those  who  have  not  been  able  to  listen 
to  it.  I  think  it  spells  out  the  indispensa¬ 
ble  necessity  for  speedy  approval  by  the 
Senate  of  the  bill  which  he  has  intro¬ 
duced. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  want  to  thank  my  able  colleague 
from  California  for  his  generous  re¬ 
marks,  but  I  do  want  to  emphasize  the 
wonderful  spirit  of  cooperation  which 
has  existed  between  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  ranking  minority 
member,  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Ktjchel],  in  working  out  this  final 
solution. 

We  in  the  Senate  understand  that  we 
would  not  be  able  to  do  many  of  these 
things  without  the  assistance  of  others. 
This  is  especially  true  of  our  staff.  We 
are  fortunate  in  the  committee  to  have 
had  the  outstanding  staff  assistance  of 
Sterling  Munro,  my  administrative  as¬ 
sistant.  He  did  special  work  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  compromise  proposal.  He  was 
ably  assisted  and  worked  closely  with 
Lew  Reid,  who  is  on  the  staff  of  the 
Senator  from  California  and  is  his  mi¬ 
nority  counsel  on  the  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  Committee;  likewise,  the 
staff  director,  Jerry  Verkler,  who  partici¬ 
pated  actively  in  the  formulation  of  a 
bill  on  which  we  hope  to  obtain  Senate 
approval. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  200  years 
ago  there  were  2  million  acres  of  virgin 
redwoods  stretching  along  the  California 
coastline  from  Santa  Cruz  to  the  Oregon 
border.  They  were  discovered  by  the  ex¬ 
pedition  of  Don  Gaspar  de  Portola  in 
1769.  Many  of  the  Sequoia  sempervirens 
are  500  years  old.  Some  date  back  to  the 
time  of  Christ.  A  few  grow  to  nearly  400 
feet  in  height. 

In  the  two  centuries  since  he  discov¬ 
ered  the  great  redwood  forests,  man  has 
laid  waste  to  all  but  about  300,000  acres 
of  the  ancient  trees.  Working  over  the 
past  50  years,  the  State  of  California 
and  the  Save-the-Redwoods  League  have 
preserved  50,000  acres  of  old-growth 
trees  within  State  parks. 

At  the  present  rate  of  cutting,  every 
single  one  of  the  primeval  giants  outside 
State  parks  will  be  cut  within  the  next 
few  decades.  Long  before  that,  the  re- 
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maining  untouched  expanses  of  red¬ 
woods  will  be  crisscrossed  with  logging 
roads  and  spotted  with  patches  of  cut¬ 
ting. 

True,  the  redwoods  regenerate.  They 
grow  again.  But  the  second-growth  for¬ 
ests  will  never  be  allowed  to  grow  to  the 
age  of  100  years. 

The  redwoods  are  a  national  treasure 
which  must  be  preserved.  We,  who  are 
living  when  the  last  great  primeval  red¬ 
wood  forests  are  diminishing,  have  an 
obligation  to  preserve  an  area  of  na¬ 
tional  park  stature  where  all  Americans, 
for  now  and  for  the  future,  can  experi¬ 
ence  the  wonder  of  walking  among  these 
living  remnants  of  past  centuries. 

Last  year,  and  again  this  year,  I  in¬ 
troduced  legislation  to  create  such  a 
park.  Others  have  introduced  bills  to 
create  a  park  of  a  different  size  or  in  dif¬ 
ferent  locations.  This  has  been  the  most 
difficult,  complex,  and  perplexing  conser¬ 
vation  legislation  to  come  before  our 
Senate  Interior  Committee  during  my 
tenure  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 

Fortunately,  the  companies  which  own 
the  land  that  we  propose  to  make  into 
a  park  have  acted  with  high  regard  for 
the  public  interest.  During  the  last  year, 
they  have  tried  to  restrict  their  logging 
operations  to  areas  where  cutting  would 
not  be  severely  damaging  to  a  park.  They 
have  not  stayed  completely  outside  the 
boundaries  of  the  various  park  proposals, 
but  they  have — and  I  congratulate  them 
for  it — refrained  from  cutting  which 
would  jeopardize  the  opportunity  for  the 
American  people  to  have  a  meaningful 
park. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  has  reported  S.  2515.  The 
chairman  of  our  committee  [Mr.  Jack- 
son] — as  I  indicated  to  him  earlier  to¬ 
day — deserves  the  thanks  of  all  Amer¬ 
icans,  and  particularly  those  from  my 
State  of  California,  for  bringing  a  red¬ 
wood  national  park  bill  to  the  Senate 
floor.  He  has  labored  tirelessly  for 
months,  discussing,  negotiating,  and  pon¬ 
dering,  all  with  the  unswerving  goal  of 
creating  a  Redwood  National  Park  of 
majesty  and  distinction. 

The  chairman  of  the  Parks  and  Rec¬ 
reation  Subcommittee  [Mr.  Bible]  also 
deserves  great  commendation  and  thanks 
for  leading  us  through  the  fruitful  hear¬ 
ings  and  constructive  debate  in  commit¬ 
tee  that  made  it  possible  to  present  a  bill 
to  the  Senate  which,  in  my  view,  is  a 
sound  adjustment  of  the  many  conflict¬ 
ing  views  presented  to  the  committee. 

I  am  proud  of  the  bill  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson], 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible], 
and  I  have  introduced.  It  is  superior  to 
any  of  the  other  bills  which  were  pend¬ 
ing  before  our  committee.  It  saves  a  truly 
significant  number  of  the  ancient  and 
endangered  trees.  It  spreads  the  impact 
of  land  acquisition  over  the  tax  base  of 
two  counties,  rather  than  only  one.  It 
will  preserve  redwoods  now  owned  by 
four  major  companies.  It  makes  avail¬ 
able  federally  owned  commercial  red¬ 
wood  timberland  for  exchanges  with  pri¬ 
vate  companies,  in  order  to  assist  the 
companies  to  stay  in  business  and  to  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  Federal  dollars  which 
must  be  appropriated  to  purchase  prop¬ 
erty  for  the  park. 

Three  magnificent  State  parks  are  in- 
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eluded  within  the  boundaries  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  Redwood  National  Park.  The  goal 
of  preserving  redwoods  for  the  future  is 
well  served  by  public  ownership  of  these 
lands,  whether  it  be  State  or  Federal 
ownership.  Should  the  State  of  California 
desire  to  transfer  these  State  parks  to 
the  Federal  Government,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  accept 
their  donation.  However,  Federal  acqui¬ 
sition  of  these  State  parks  is  not  a  con¬ 
dition  precedent  to  the  establishment  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park. 

I  am  pleased  to  say  that  S.  2515  has 
healed  a  regrettable  breach,  which  has 
existed  in  conservation  ranks,  over  where 
the  park  should  be. 

Some  questions  have  been  raised  about 
the  size  of  the  park  authorized  by  S.  2515. 
Some  people  feel  that  a  64,000-acre  park 
is  too  small.  Others  feel  that  it  is  too  big. 
Mr.  President,  it  is  absolutely  essential 
that  the  Senate  pass  this  bill  in  order  to 
continue  the  voluntary  moratorium  on 
cutting,  pending  enactment  of  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  legislation. 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs  of  the  other  body,  which  will 
consider  this  legislation  next  spring  is, 
in  my  view,  a  far  better  forum  before 
which  to  test  the  wisdom  of  the  size  of 
the  park  which  we  propose  in  this  bill, 
than  is  the  floor  of  the  Senate  or  the 
floor  of  the  other  body. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  my  friend 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Jackson]  in  recommending 
this  bill  to  the  Senate,  and  in  urging  its 
speedy  passage  so  that  it  might  move, 
with  the  blessing  of  the  Senate,  to  the 
House  of  Representatives  for  action  next 
year. 

I  think,  because  Senators  who  will  not 
be  present  during  every  moment  of  the 
debate  today  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  read  this  Record  before  casting  their 
votes  tomorrow,  I  should  like  to  add  some 
additional  comments  now,  including 
statements  in  support  of  this  legislation 
from  outstanding  conservationists  across 
the  land. 

Mr.  President,  the  original  proposal 
for  a  national  redwoods  park  came  from 
the  Save-the-Redwoods  League,  a  splen¬ 
did  conservation  organization  which  has 
done  so  much  to  preserve  the  old-growth 
redwoods  of  California.  It  has  now  pub¬ 
licly  urged  support  of  the  bill  pending 
before  us,  and  I  ask  consent  that  the  text 
of  the  public  statement  by  the  Save- 
the-Redwoods  League  be  incorporated  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  President,  because  of  the  preemi¬ 
nence  of  those  who  are  officers  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  council  of  the  Save-the-Red¬ 
woods  League,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  names  of  the  officers  and  of  the 
council,  as  well  as  the  objectives  of  the 
Save-the-Redwoods  League  which  ac¬ 
companied  this  news  release,  also  be 
placed  in  the  Congressional  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  list  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Redwood  National  Park 

The  Save-the-Redwoods  League  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  revised  proposal  for  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  presented  as  a  “com¬ 
promise”  by  Senators  Jackson,  Kuchel  and 
Bible  on  October  10  would  provide  for  a  com¬ 
mendable  first  step  in  the  direction  of  real¬ 
izing  the  recommendations  of  the  National 


Park  Service  and  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  for  saving  Redwoods. 

Accordingly,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
League,  by  unanimous  vote  on  October  11 
passed  the  following  resolution  of  support: 

“Historically  the  Save-the-Redwoods 
League  for  48  years  has  advocated  a  Redwood 
National  Park.  On  the  basis  of  many  years 
of  study,  the  League,  when  asked  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Service  for  its  recommendation, 
indicated  its  support  of  the  complete  water¬ 
shed  of  Mill  Creek  together  with  coastal  and 
other  lands  as,  in  its  opinion,  the  top  prior¬ 
ity  for  this  purpose.  The  Administration 
plan  followed  along  the  lines  of  this  recom¬ 
mendation. 

“In  December  1966,  prior  to  the  present 
session  of  Congress,  the  Board  of  Directors 
of  the  League  agreed  that  Prairie  Creek  Red¬ 
woods  State  Park,  as  well  as  Lost  Man,  Little 
Lost  Man  and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creeks  in  the 
Prairie  Creek  watershed  are  of  National  Park 
quality,  and  might  well  be  added  to  the  plan. 

“Therefore,  since  the  revised  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  Bill  provides  for  a  commendable  first 
step  in  the  direction  of  realizing  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  National  Park  Service  and 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  well  as  in¬ 
cluding  other  lands  that  *  the  League  con¬ 
siders  of  national  park  quality,  we  support 
this  program  for  saving  Redwoods.  We  hope 
for  the  ultimate  rounding  out  of  these  areas 
within  logical  boundaries,  either  by  govern¬ 
ment  or  private  aid.” 

Save-the-Redwoods  League 
officers 

Ralph  W.  Chaney,  President. 

Richard  M.  Leonard,  Vice  President. 

Robert  G.  Sproul,  Treasurer. 

Newton  B.  Drury,  Secretary. 

John  B.  Dewitt,  Assistant  Secretary. 

COUNCIL 

Horace  M.  Albright,  Albert  W.  Atwood, 
John  H.  Baker,  Mrs.  Harmon  C.  Bell,  Earl 

B.  Birmingham,  Harold  C.  Bryant,  Selah 
Chamberlain,  Jr.,  Ralph  W.  Chaney,1  Pearl 
Chase,  Allen  L.  Chickering,  Jr. 

Norman  M.  Christensen,  Mrs.  Arthur  E. 
Connick,  Charles  F.  Daly,  Amos  W.  Elliott, 
Francis  P.  Farquhar,1  Mrs.  Marshal  H.  Fisher, 
Emanuel  Fritz,  John  Jewett  Garland,  James 
P.  Gilligan,  T.  A.  Greig. 

Melville  Bell  Grosvenor,  D.  Hanson  Grubb, 
Falter  A.  Haas,1  Charles  C.  Haines,  Daryl  P. 
Haskins,  Arthur  W.  Hooper,  Bruce  S.  Howard,1 
Charles  P.  Howard,  Phelps  Stokes  Hunter, 
Roger  Kent. 

Alfred  A.  Knopf,  Mrs.  Joseph  R.  Knowland, 
Richard  M.  Leonard,1  Martin  Litton,  Mrs. 
Norman  B.  Livermore,  Harvey  B.  Lyon,  Mrs. 
J.  W.  Mailliard,  Jr.,  Mrs.  Selby  McCreery, 
Donald  H.  McLaughlin,  R.  A.  L.  Menzies.1 

G.  W.  Merck,  Lawrence  C.  Merriam,  Robert 

C.  Miller,  Mrs.  Dorothy  Liebes  Morin,  Mrs. 
Elizabeth  J.  Morrison,  Mrs.  Alyce  Moseley, 
Stuart  O’Melveny,  Fairfield  Osborn,  Mrs.  Na¬ 
thaniel  A.  Owings. 

Herman  Phleger,  Nicholas  Roosevelt,  Mrs. 
Melvin  E.  Sawin,  Robert  G.  Sproul,1  Walter 
A.  Starr,  Mrs.  William  W.  Stout,  George  Wald- 
ner,  J.  Roy  Wittwer. 

OBJECTS 

1.  To  rescue  from  destruction  representa¬ 
tive  areas  of  our  primeval  forests. 

2.  To  co-operate  with  the  California  State 
Park  Commission,  the  National  Park  Serv¬ 
ice,  and  other  agencies,  in  establishing  Red¬ 
wood  parks  and  other  parks  and  reserva¬ 
tions. 

3.  To  purchase  Redwood  grooves  by  private 
subscription. 

4.  To  co-operate  with  the  California  State 
Highway  Commission,  and  other  agencies  in 
assuring  the  preservation  of  trees  and  road¬ 
side  beauty  along  highways. 

5.  To  support  reforestation  and  conserva¬ 
tion  of  our  forest  areas. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the 


1  Directors. 


Sierra  Club  is  an  excellent  conservation 
organization  whose  more  than  50,000 
members  come  from  almost  every  State 
in  the  Union  and  beyond  our  borders. 
From  the  very  beginning,  it  has  been 
earnestly  interested  in  congressional  ap¬ 
proval  of  a  redwood  national  park.  On 
October  30,  the  Sierra  Club  issued  a  news 
release  supporting  the  redwood  land  ex¬ 
change.  That,  of  course,  is  the  proposal 
in  our  bill,  regrettably  being  attacked  by 
the  pending  amendment. 

In  part,  the  news  release  of  the  Sierra 
Club  states: 

A  spokesman  for  the  Sierra  Club  said  today 
that  an  exchange  of  Forest  Service  redwood 
lands  is  the  key  to  financing  an  adequate 
Redwood  National  Park.  “The  simple  truth 
is  that  no  one  really  believes  that  Congress 
will  provide  the  total  financing  for  the  $100 
million  park  solely  out  of  appropriations,” 
declared  Michael  McCloskey,  Conservation 
Director  for  the  56,000  member  Sierra  Club. 
“Only  if  more  than  half  of  the  cost  is  met 
through  land  trades  will  we  have  a  $100 
million  Redwood  Park.  If  land  exchanges 
are  stripped  from  the  bill,  the  ultimate  effect 
will  be  to  shrink  the  size  of  the  park  to  a 
scraggly  apology  for  failure.” 

I  hope  very  much  that  Senators  will 
heed  the  words  of  an  able  conservation¬ 
ist,  the  spokesman  for  the  Sierra  Club, 
which  I  have  just  read  in  part. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  en¬ 
tire  release  of  the  Sierra  Club  be  put  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  news 
release  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Sierra  Club  Supports  Redwood  Land 
Exchange 

Washington. — A  spokesman  for  the  Sierra 
Club  said  today  that  an  exchange  of  Forest 
Service  redwood  lands  is  the  key  to  financing 
an  adequate  Redwood  National  Park.  “The 
simple  truth  is  that  no  one  really  believes 
that  Congress  will  provide  the  total  financing 
for  the  $100  million  park  solely  out  of  ap¬ 
propriations,”  declared  Michael  McCloskey, 
Conservation  Director  for  the  56,000  member 
Sierra  Club.  “Only  if  more  than  half  of  the 
cost  is  met  through  land  trades  will  we  have 
a  $100  million  Redwood  Park.  If  land  ex¬ 
changes  are  stripped  from  the  bill,  the  ulti¬ 
mate  effect  will  be  to  shrink  the  size  of  the 
park  to  a  scraggly  apology  for  failure.” 

“Senator  Thomas  Kuchel  and  Senator 
Henry  Jackson  have  worked  too  long  putting 
together  a  viable  Redwood  park  plan  to  have 
it  undermined  now,” .  McCloskey  said.  “This 
is  the  time  for  all  conservation  groups  truly 
interested  in  helping  to  achieve  a  worth¬ 
while  Redwood  National  Park  to  join  in 
supporting  the  plan  reported  out  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate’s  Interior  Committee.  The  Sierra  Club 
has  compromised  a  great  deal  in  backing  a 
64,000  acre  park,  in  place  of  the  90,000  acre 
one  we  wanted  so  badly.  It  is  time  for  other 
groups  to  face  realities  too  and  lend  a  help¬ 
ing  hand,”  McCloskey  stated. 

Some  hunting  groups  have  joined  with 
the  Forest  Service  in  opposing  the  land  ex¬ 
change  feature  of  the  Committee’s  plan. 

These  groups,  which  usually  oppose  ef¬ 
forts  to  transfer  forest  lands  to  parks  where 
hunting  is  not  allowed,  have  charged  that 
the  exchanges  would  set  a  bad  precedent. 
“Precedent  is  really  not  the  issue,”  McClos¬ 
key  replied.  “If  only  land  exchanges  between 
the  Forest  Service  and  lumber  companies 
were  involved,  there  would  be  no  controversy. 
The  Forest  Service  makes  such  exchanges  all 
the  time.  What  excites  the  opposition  of  the 
Forest  Service  and  the  hunting  groups  is 
simply  that  the  land  the  government  gets 
will  be  turned  over  to  another  agency,  the 
National  Park  Service.  There  is  ample  prece¬ 
dent  for  this.  Thus,  the  issue  is  no  more  than 
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that  the  Forest  Service  wants  to  hang  on  to 
what  It  has,  regardless  of  the  greater  public 
need  for  parkland.” 

“We  have  no  desire  to  see  established  Na¬ 
tional  Forests  bartered  away,”  McCloskey 
said.  “But  there  is  no  established  National 
Forest  In  the  case  of  the  Northern  Redwood 
Purchase  Unit.  It  Is  a  remnant  of  a  defunct 
program  to  purchase  60  times  more  land  for 
a  national  forest.  That  purchase"  program 
failed  long  ago.  All  that  is  proposed  is  to 
re-allocate  the  residue  of  a  defunct  program 
to  enable  an  important  new  one  to  succeed.” 

McCloskey  pointed  out  that  the  redwoods 
in  the  Forest  Service  unit  are  not  in  any 
sense  preserved.  “The  Forest  Service  plans 
to  log  these  redwoods  in  any  event.  What  we 
are  really  doing  is  to  trade  what  will  be 
future  stumpland  to  obtain  redwoods  that 
we  can  save  forever  in  a  great  national  park. 
The  Nation  could  obtain  no  better  bargain,” 
the  club  spokesman  concluded. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  listen  to 
the  words  of  Dr.  Edgar  Wayburn,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Sierra  Club: 

The  key  to  the  financing  of  the  compromise 
bill  of  the  Committee  is  use  of  the  Northern 
Redwood  Purchase  Unit  which  the  Federal 
government  now  owns,  on  an  exchange  basis 
to  acquire  needed  parkland.  .  .  .  This  unit 
itself  does  not  lend  itself  to  park  manage¬ 
ment.  The  Committee  felt,  and  we  agree,  that 
it  makes  good  sense  to  phase  out  this  abor¬ 
tive  redwood  program  to  enable  the  National 
Park  program  to  succeed.  No  adverse  prece¬ 
dent  is  intended  as  these  lands  are  not  regu¬ 
lar  national  forest  lands  and  have  never 
served  their  intended  pin-pose. 

That  is  precisely  what  the  chairman 
of  our  committee  said  earlier — that  the 
lands  involved  in  the  purchase  unit  are 
not  part  of  an  established  national  forest, 
Mr.  President.  Logging  under  contract 
with  the  Government  has  been  carried 
on  by  private  operators  for  over  a  decade 
on  these  lands.  There  ought  not  to  be 
anything  sacrosanct  in  the  mind  of  any 
Senator  with  regard  to  this  land.  It  was 
originally  acquired  by  purchase,  and  now 
we  propose  to  make  it  available  to  be 
utilized  to  acquire  old-growth  redwood 
suitable  for  park  purposes. 

Listen  to  the  words  of  the  Governor  of 
California,  Ronald  Reagan: 

I  highly  commend  the  acceptance  of  the 
concept  of  including  the  Northern  Redwood 
Purchase  Unit,  for  the  purpose  of  exchange 
with  private  land,  in  Redwood  National  Park 
legislation,  S.  2515. 

Mr.  President,  the  Governor  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  interested  in  the  problem  of 
employment  in  our  State.  The  Governor 
many  months  ago,  in  a  statement  to  our 
committee,  said  that  he  approved  of  a 
national  redwood  park,  but  that  he  had 
certain  things  in  mind  that  he  wanted 
included  in  any  legislation.  One  of  those 
things  was  the  purchase  unit  exchange. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  purchase  unit  is 
used  in  partial  compensation  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition  from  private  companies  of  ster¬ 
ling  old-growth  redwoods  for  park  pur¬ 
poses,  the  property  tax  base  in  Del  Norte 
County  will  not  shrink;  it  will  expand. 
The  companies  now  operating  in  that 
area  to  be  made  a  park  will  have  an  op¬ 
portunity,  by  using  some  of  the  purchase 
unit  land,  to  continue  in  business.  Also, 
as  the  chairman  has  said,  the  amounts 
of  dollars  necessary  to  be  appropriated 
from  the  public  treasury  to  accomplish 
the  objective  of  the  national  redwood 
park  will  be  lessened. 

Earlier  our  very  able  friend  and  fellow 


Senator  from  Montana,  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  that  State  [Mr. 
Metcalf!  made  a  statement  which  I 
wish  to  place  in  the  Record,  because  I 
think  it  is  vitally  important  that  Sen¬ 
ators  understand  his  position.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Montana  is  a 
recognized  leader  in  conservation.  This  is 
what  Senator  Metcalf  said: 

The  purchase  unit  is  the  residue  of  a  de¬ 
funct  program  to  purchase  860,000  acres  for 
a  redwood  national  forest.  While  this  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  in  the  1930’s  failed  to  be 
achieved,  the  unit  remains  the  largest  Fed¬ 
eral  property  supporting  redwood  growth. 
Ironically,  the  Forest  Service’s  management 
consists  mainly  of  selling  the  huge  trees  to 
loggers  and  remitting  the  proceeds  to  the 
Federal  treasury.  If  ever  there  was  a  program 
that  might  be  dispensable,  this  is  it.  Yet  the 
suggestion  now  is  that  it  is  sacrosanct. 

Three  cheers  for  the  comment  of  the 
able  Senator  from  Montana  who,  as  I  say, 
is  one  of  the  leaders  in  Congress  in  the 
effort  for  sound  conservation. 

I  think  it  quite  relevant  to  this  debate 
for  me  to  observe  that  the  chairman  of 
the  California  State  Assembly  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Natural  Resources,  Planning,  and 
Public  Works,  has  likewise  endorsed  this 
legislation;  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  portions  of  a  statement  from  the 
office  of  Hon.  Edward  L.  Z’berg  endors¬ 
ing  our  legislation  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Assemblyman  Edwin  L.  Z’berg  (D-Sacra- 
mento  and  Yolo  Counties) ,  Chairman  of  the 
Assembly  Committee  on  Natural  Resources, 
Planning,  and  Public  Works,  today  praised 
the  action  of  the  United  States  Senate  Rec¬ 
reation  and  Parks  Subcommittee  for  their 
compromise  plan  recommending  a  redwoods 
national  park  in  Humboldt  and  Del  Norte 
Counties. 

Z’berg  stated,  “while  details  of  the  plan 
are  yet  to  be  received  it  would  appear  that 
the  United  States  Senate  Subcommittee’s 
recommendation  has  attempted  to  bring  to¬ 
gether  both  the  plans  of  the  Sierra  Club  and 
the  Save-the-Redwoods  League,  the  two 
principal  conservation  organizations  sup¬ 
porting  a  redwoods  national  park.  Our  Com¬ 
mittee  recently  issued  its  report  supporting 
a  park  in  the  prairie  Creek-Redwood  Creek 
area  and  I  am  extremely  pleased  that  the 
Subcommittee  did  recommend  36,000  acres 
in  Humboldt  County,  including  in  it  Prairie 
Creek  Redwoods  State  Park,  and  some  22,000 
acres  of  private  redwood  acreage.  While  aU 
concerned  will  obviously  now  go  on  to  study 
the  Subcommittee’s  recommendation,  the 
important  thing  is  that  this  is  a  significant 
step  forward  and  can  unite  conservation 
support  behind  a  single  plan.” 

***** 

Z’berg  particularly  praised  Senators 
Thomas  Kuchel,  Henry  Jackson,  and  Lee  Met¬ 
calf  for  their  efforts  in  promoting  the  plan 
and  hopes  that  the  Senate  leadership  and 
the  House  leadership,  including  the  efforts  of 
Representative  Jeffery  Cohelan,  can  now  be 
combined  to  move  on  a  united  front. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  live  in  the  northern  California 
counties  of  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  are 
understandably  concerned  with  con¬ 
tinuing  their  employment  rate  at  the 
highest  possible  figure.  I  have  telegrams 
here  from  the  city  council  of  the  city  of 
Eureka,  from  the  mayor  of  Crescent  City 
speaking  for  the  city  council  of  the  city 
of  Crescent  City,  and  from  the  president 


of  the  Rellim  Redwood  Co.,  located  in  Del 
Norte  County,  Mr.  Harold  A.  Miller. 

I  read  from  the  telegram  sent  by  the 
city  of  Eureka : 

It  is  vital  to  the  economy  to  Eureka  and 
Humboldt  County  that  Redwood  purchase 
unit  be  left  in  S2515  for  the  exchange  to 
private  property  and  that  the  proposed  in¬ 
crease  in  allowable  cut  in  Six  Rivers  National 
Forest  be  permitted. 

I  read  from  the  telegram  sent  by  the 
mayor  of  Crescent  City,  the  Honorable 
William  G.  Peepe,  speaking  for  the  city 
council  of  his  community: 

Vital  to  Crescent  City  that  purchase  unit 
remain  in  SB2515  for  exchange  with  private 
land  in  formation  of  Redwood  National  Park. 
Acceleration  of  37  million  500  thousand 
extra  annual  cut  in  Six  Rivers  National 
Forest  would  greatly  help  local  economy 
during  formative  years  of  park. 

As  to  the  telegram  from  Mr.  Miller 
earnestly  urging  that  the  exchange  re¬ 
main  in  the  bill,  I  simply  observe  that  it 
represents  the  concern  of  private  in¬ 
dustry  for  the  type  of  legislation  we  have 
introduced. 

The  executive  vice  president  of  the 
California  Redwood  Association,  Mr. 
Philip  T.  Farnsworth,  has  sent  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  our  committee 
and  me  a  telegram  under  date  of  Octo¬ 
ber  29,  taking  the  same  position. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  texts 
of  the  telegrams  to  which  I  have  referred 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Eureka,  Calif., 
October  27, 1967. 

Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

It  Is  vital  to  the  economy  of  Eureka  and 
Humboldt  County  that  redwood  purchase 
unit  be  left  SB2515  for  the  exchange  to 
private  property  and  that  the  proposed  In¬ 
crease  in  allowable  cut  in  Six  Rivers  National 
Forest  be  permitted. 

City  of  Eureka,  Calif., 

Gilbert  S.  Trood, 

Mayor. 

Orvil  R.  Wilson, 

Councilman. 

Allan  A.  McVicar, 

Council  President. 

Chesley  N.  Gaylord, 

fli1.  Councilman. 

Wm.  R.  Hogarty, 

Councilman. 

Lawrence  R.  Dawson, 

Councilman. 

Crescent  City,  Calif., 

October  24, 1967. 

Senator  Henry  Jackson, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vital  to  Crescent  City  that  purchase  unit 
remain  in  SB2515  for  exchange  wtih  private 
land  in  formation  of  Redwood  National  Park. 
Acceleration  of  37  million  5  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  extra  annual  cut  in  Six  Rivers  National 
Forest  would  greatly  help  local  economy 
during  formative  years  of  park. 

William  G.  Peepe, 

Mayor  for  the  City  Council  of  the  City 
of  Crescent  City. 


October  29. 

Dear  Senators  Jackson  and  Kuchel:  For 
your  information,  the  redwood  forest  land 
owning  companies  whose  lands  would  be 
taken  under  the  Senate  redwood  national 
park  legislation,  all  of  whom  are  members  of 
this  association,  and  upon  consultation  with 
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me  strongly  agree  with  the  exchange  concept 
In  this  particular  instance.  S.  2515  provides 
for  the  exchange  of  certain  federal  lands  for 
certain  private  lands  to  be  Included  in  the 
park. 

In  thls.instance,  exchange  Is  essential  to  the 
maintenance  of  an  Important  part  of  the  re¬ 
gion’s  economy. 

Concurrent  with  the  exchange  and  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  companies’  support  for 
the  exchange  principles  is  the  necessity  to 
carry  out  the  proposed  increase  in  the  an¬ 
nual  allowable  cut  on  the  Six  Rivers  Na¬ 
tional  Forest.  This  should  be  handled  so  as 
to  provide  the  timber  buying  companies,  who 
now  receive  a  portion  of  their  log  supply 
from  the  Purchase  Unit,  with  an  alternate 
timber  supply. 

This  wire  is  intended  to  respond  to  the  ex¬ 
change  issue  only  and  does  not  intend  to 
endorse  any  National  Park  legislation. 

Philip  T.  Farnsworth, 

Executive  Vice  President, 
California  Redwood  Association. 


Crescent  City,  Calif., 

October  12, 1967. 

Henry  M.  Jackson, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Old  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

For  your  information,  the  following  wire 
was  sent  to  W.  Marvin  Watson  and  Philip 
S.  Hughes  today: 

“We  are  wiring  you  because  of  your  partic¬ 
ular  interest  in  the  establishment  of  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park.  We  wish  to  advise  that 
the  park  bill  as  introduced  by  Senators  Jack- 
son,  Kuchel,  and  Bible,  while  taking  more 
private  land  we  feel  necessary,  makes  the 
availability  of  the  northern  purchase  unit 
for  exchange  and  will  make  it  possible  for 
us  with  a  reasonable  exchange  to  continue 
the  $30  million  dollar  privately  financed  for¬ 
est  complex  in  Del  Norte  County,  Calif.  As 
you  know  we  are  the  largest  employer  in 
the  county,  a  depressed  area,  and  with  our 
complex  completed  our  employment  will  be 
more  than  double. 

“We  hope  you  will  make  every  effort  to 
maintain  the  exchange  provision  in  the  bill 
so  that  we  may  continue  the  program.  I  cfin 
assure  you  without  an  exchange,  our  pro¬ 
gram  must  come  to  a  prompt  halt.” 

Harold  A.  Miller, 
President,  Rellim  Redwood  Co. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Surely  it  ought  to  be  of 
interest  to  Senators  to  read  what  the 
free  press  in  America  feels  with  respect 
to  the  proposed  legislation.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  sundry  editorials 
published  in  the  newspapers  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  of  other  States  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  : 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorials 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  North  Coast  Outdoors, 

Oct.  20,  1967] 

An  Editorial 

-  We  are  running  the  Senate  Park  Bill,  and 
Map  this  issue.  And  it  does  indeed  look  like 
a  compromise.  In  it  are  elements  from  Clau¬ 
sen’s  plan  to  include  the  seashore  and  con¬ 
nect  existing  parks  in  an  effort  to  reduce  the 
number  of  acres  to  be  removed  from  tax  rolls. 

There  is  a  recognition  of  the  Sierra  Club’s 
desire  to  include  the  tall  tree  area  in  the  Red¬ 
wood  Creek.  The  Administrations  original 
park  plan  and  the  Save  the  Redwoods  Leagues 
interest  in  the  Mill  Creek  drainage  was  ac¬ 
knowledged.  And  the  trade  of  lands  from  the 
Northern  Purchase  Unit  recognized  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  the  Rellim-Miller  Company  to  Del 
Norte  County’s  economic  base. 

This  .plan  seems  to  have  been  designed 
after  a  study  of  our  timber-based  economy 
and  yet  provides  a  national  redwood  park  of 
significance.  Something  that  will  be  here 
long  after  we’ve  run  out  of  breath  fighting 


about  it.  Something  that  will  be  here  long 
after  we’ve  run  out  of  breath — period. 


[From  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle, 

Oct.  16,  1967] 

Redwood  Compromise 

Drawn-out  efforts  to  create  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  in  California  moved  toward  a 
happy  solution  in  the  United  States  Senate 
last  week.  The  Senate  Interior  Committee 
selected  the  best  features  of  two  contending 
park  plans  and  combined  them  into  a  pro¬ 
posed  two-unit  park  of  about  61,000  acres. 

For  more  than  a  year,  conservationists  have 
been  split  between  the  Administration’s 
43,000-  acre  proposal  for  the  Mill  Creek  area 
in  Del  Norte  county,  and  the  Sierra  Club’s 
90,000-acre  proposal  for  Humboldt  county. 

The  compromise  that  emerged  last  week 
followed  a  somewhat  similar  concept  sug¬ 
gested  this  summer  by  Representative  Jef¬ 
frey  Cohelan,  Berkeley  Democrat.  It  was 
worked  out  in  the  Senate  Recreation  and 
Parks  subcommittee  by  Senators  Thomas 
Kuchel  (Rep. -Calif.)  and  Henry  Jackson 
(Dem-Wash.) . 

The  new  plan  includes  the  California  State 
Redwood  Parks  of  Jedediah  Smith,  Prairie 
Creek  and  Del  Norte  Coast — in  Del  Norte  and 
Humboldt  counties.  It  will  cost  an  estimated 
$99.8  million,  compared  with  $64  million  for 
the  Mill  Creek  plan  and  $145  million  for  the 
90,000-acre  proposal.  Significantly,  the  com¬ 
promise,  besides  saving  more  old  growth  trees, 
will  spread  the  impact  over  two  counties  and 
four  timber  companies  instead  of  one  county 
and  one  company. 

The  existing  State  parks  could  be  federally 
administered  without  an  outright  transfer  of 
title.  And  the  proposal  provides  specifically 
that  the  Forest  Service’s  14,600-acre  North¬ 
ern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  will  be  traded 
to  private  firms  for  their  lands  to  help  keep 
them  in  business. 

The  House  of  Representatives  has  not  yet 
scheduled  field  hearings  on  any  Redwood 
Park  plan.  But  in  view  of  the  compromise 
developments  last  week,  it  is  hoped  that  the 
House  Interior  Committee  will  now  agree 
to  forego  field  hearings,  thus  speeding  final 
legislative  action. 

Because  the  moratorium  on  cutting  these 
virgin  redwoods  by  private  companies  is 
scheduled  to  expire  at  the  end  of  this  session 
of  Congress,  final  action  cannot  be  delayed. 

The  compromise  proposal  offers  a  practical 
way  out  of  a  protracted  dispute.  It  is  an  en- 
oouraging  step  taken  in  the  public  interest 
and  deserves  wide  support.  Without  the 
united  backing  of  the  various  conservation 
organizations,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  Redwood 
Park  plan  can  be  approved. 


[From  the  New  York  Times,  Oct.  10,  1967] 
A  Victory  for  the  Redwoods 

The  decision  of  the  Senate  Interior  sub¬ 
committee  to  recommend  creation  of  a  two- 
unit  national  park  to  preserve  a  fraction  of 
the  nation’s  dwindling  heritage  of  virgin 
redwoods  is  a  major  victory  for  the  public 
interest. 

Under  the  bipartisan  leadership  of  Sena¬ 
tors  Jackson,  Democrat  of  Washington,  and 
Kuchel,  Republican  of  California,  the  sub¬ 
committee  has  agree  upon  an  intelligent 
compromise  of  the  original  Administration 
bill,  which  provided  for  a  park  in  the  Mill 
Creek  area  only,  and  the  Metcalf-Cohelan 
bill,  which  provided  for  a  larger  and  far 
superior  park  in  the  Redwood  Creek  Valley. 
This  newspaper,  as  well  as  many  conserva¬ 
tionists,  had  supported  the  latter  bill  because 
the  largest  stands  of  ancient  redwoods  are  in 
Redwood  Creek  Valley.  Senator  Metcalf, 
Democrat  of  Montana,  and  Representative 
Cohelan,  Democrat  of  California,  have  per¬ 
formed  an  outstanding  service  by  their  tena¬ 
cious  fight  for  this  area. 

The  compromise  worked  out  by  Senators 
Jackson  and  Kuchel  saves  the  best  of  both 


plans  and  lays  the  basis  for  necessary  ex¬ 
pansion  in  the  future.  However,  there  re¬ 
mains  an  immediate  danger  under  the  new 
proposal,  arising  from  the  fact  that  a  large 
portion  of  the  watershed  of  Redwood  Creek, 
southern  unit  of  the  proposed  park,  will  still 
be  outside  Federal  control.  Its  indiscriminate 
logging  could  lead  to  flooding  and  siltation, 
with  serious  damage  resulting  to  the  park 
area  downstream.  But  pending  a  later  deci¬ 
sion  by  Congress  to  buy  additional  Redwood 
Creek  acreage,  private  citizens  could  acquire 
land  in  this  strategic  watershed  and  contrib¬ 
ute  it  to  the  park.  The  bill  wisely  provides 
that  the  existing  state  parks  can  be  donated 
to  the  national  park  but  offers  none  of  the 
unprecedented  concessions  originally  re¬ 
quested  by  the  state  of  California. 

Since  the  Senate  is  expected  to  act  fairly 
soon  on  the  pending  compromise  bill,  the 
House  Interior  Committee  could  usefully 
hasten  Congressional  action  by  foregoing  its 
proposed  field  hearings.  With  the  moratorium 
on  cutting  by  the  private  companies  due  to 
expire  at  the  end  of  this  session  of  Congress, 
definitive  action  is  essential  to  save  the  red¬ 
woods  now. 

[From  the  San  Jose  (Calif.)  Mercury, 

Oct.  11,  1967] 

Park  Pact  Acceptable 

The  Redwood  National  Park  compromise 
bill  now  shaping  in  the  Senate  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  is  probably  the  best  that  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  under  the  circumstances.  It  should  be 
accepted  by  all  parties. 

Essentially,  the  bill  would  create  a  66,384- 
acre  park  from  three  existing  state  parks  and 
surrounding  lands.  It  would  preserve  some  of 
the  watersheds  championed  by  the  conserva¬ 
tionist  Sierra  Club  and  some  of  the  acreage 
contained  in  the  so-called  Kuchel  plan. 

In  addition,  it  provides  that  private  lumber 
companies  now  holding  land  within  the  pro¬ 
posed  national  park  may  swap  that  land  for 
acreage  now  under  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service. 

Finally,  the  proposal  carries  a  $100  million 
pricetag,  as  compared  with  the  estimated  $60 
million  for  the  smaller  Kuchel  park;  however, 
the  total  would  be  shaved  considerably  if 
lumber  companies  accepted  the  land  swap 
and  if  private  foundation  funds  were  chan¬ 
neled  into  land  purchase.  The  latter  is  con¬ 
sidered  an  excellent  possibility. 

In  point  of  fact,  if  the  proposal  is  to  be 
shepherded  through  an  economy-minded 
Congress,  great  efforts  will  have  to  be  made 
to  keep  total  costs  to  a  minimum.  The  Senate 
Interior  Committee  compromise  bill  offers 
the  best  chance  of  accomplishing  this. 

As  Sen.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel  (R-Calif.),  a 
moving  force  behind  the  efforts  to  preserve 
as  many  ancient  redwoods  as  possible  for  pos¬ 
terity,  expressed  it: 

“This  plan  provides  for  the  maximum  ac¬ 
quisition  of  old-growth  redwoods.  It  would 
create  a  Redwood  National  Park — that’s  all  it 
seeks  to  do  and  that’s  all  it  accomplishes.” 

That,  however,  is  plenty. 

The  Sequoia  Sempervirens,  or  Coast  Red¬ 
woods,  once  extended  from  south  of  Monte¬ 
rey  in  an  unbroken  band  to  the  Oregon 
border.  They  have  been  logged  indiscrimi¬ 
nately  and  unmercifully  until  only  isolated 
patches  of  them  remain. 

The  proposed  Redwood  National  Park 
would  preserve  one  of  the  last  and  largest 
of  these  Northern  California  patches  in  per¬ 
petuity.  The  several  lumber  companies  own¬ 
ing  strategic  portions  of  this  acreage  have 
agreed  to  a  moratorium  on  cutting  while 
Congress  debates  the  details  of  a  Redwood 
National  Park  bill.  These  firms  have  shown 
an  appreciation  of  the  public  interest,  and 
they  deserve  not  only  a  word  of  thanks  but 
prompt  action  by  Congress — so  that  their 
economic  interests  are  not  damaged  unduly. 

Take  it  all  in  all,  the  new  compromise  park 
bill  offers  something,  though  not  everything. 
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for  everyone.  It  should  meet  most,  if  not  all, 
of  the  objections  raised  to  both  earlier  park 
plans. 

Congress  should  push  ahead  with  this  bill 
as  rapidly  as  possible. 


[Prom  the  New  York  Times,  Oct.  18,  1967] 
The  Lesson  of  the  Redwoods 

In  approving  a  bill  to  establish  a  two-unit 
Redwood  National  Park  the  Senate  Interior 
Committee  has  greatly  enhanced  the  pros¬ 
pect  of  preserving  these  magnificent  ancient 
trees  from  destruction. 

But  the  committee  also  departed  from 
usual  practice  by  providing  that  the  timber 
companies  would  be  partially  compensated 
by  the  exchange  of  their  holdings  for  Fed¬ 
erally  owned  land  of  similar  value  in  a  14,000- 
acre  tract  now  managed  by  the  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice.  As  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Freeman 
pointed  out  in  his  memorandum  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  saving  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  purely  nominal.  However,  an  ex¬ 
change  of  land  reduces  the  cash  outlay  by 
the  Government,  and  this  is  an  important 
consideration  in  easing  the  bill  through  this 
economy-minded  Congress. 

These  disputed  acres  have  another  and 
a  larger  significance.  They  were  acquired  by 
the  Government  between  1939  and  1945  at 
a  cost  of  $444,000.  Their  value  today  is  esti¬ 
mated  at  between  $40  million  and  $60  mil¬ 
lion.  In  this  comparatively  brief  time  their 
value  has  increased  by  one  hundredfold.  The 
national  park  now  going  to  cost  $100  million 
could  have  been  acquired  in  1945  for  a  tiny 
fraction  of  that  sum. 

What  has  hapened  so  spectacularly  in  the 
redwoods  is  happening  in  varying  degrees 
across  the  country.  Land  prices  generally  are 
rising  5  to  10  per  cent  a  year.  Specific  parcels 
of  land  that  have  timber  or  minerals,  or  that 
lie  along  bodies  of  water  or  in  scenic  loca¬ 
tions,  are  rising  in  price  at  a  far  faster  rate. 

If  conservation  projects  are  not  to  become 
astronomically  expensive,  action  has  to  be 
taken  now  to  save  wilderness,  open  space 
and  future  park  and  recreation  lands.  The 
Nature  Conservancy,  a  private  foundation 
headquartered  in  Washington,  D.C.,  works 
with  private  individuals  in  acquiring  land 
now  that  may  be  needed  by  public  agencies 
later.  Congress  needs  to  develop  an  over-all 
public  policy  on  land  acquisition.  The  future 
cannot  be  left  to  the  mercy  of  the  private 
speculator. 

[From  the  Kansas  City  Times,  Oct.  11,  1967] 
At  Last,  Some  Action  on  the  Redwood  Park 

Favorable  action  in  a  Senate  committee 
does  not  a  Redwood  National  park  create, 
but  it’s  a  start — a  start  too  long  delayed.  As 
cleared  by  the  interior  and  insular  affairs 
committee  and  sent  to  the  Senate  floor,  the 
bill  is  a  compromise  both  in  terms  of  the 
park’s  size  and  the  money  required  to  estab¬ 
lish  it. 

Last  spring  and  early  summer,  working 
under  the  deadline  imposed  by  an  imminent 
end  to  the  timber  companies’  reluctant  mora¬ 
torium  on  cutting  in  the  prospective  park 
areas,  Congress  had  before  it  two  proposals. 
The  first,  favored  by  the  administration,  was 
for  a  43,000-acre,  60-million-dollar  preserve 
in  California’s  Del  Norte  County.  The  Sierra 
club,  backed  by  other  conservation  groups, 
was  pitching  for  a  park  more  than  twice  that 
size — 90,000  acres  farther  south  in  Humboldt 
County,  costing  up  to  200  million  dollars. 

The  debate  was  characterized  by  a  regret¬ 
table  lack  of  give  and  take,  and  the  result  was 
inaction.  Now,  with  the  lumbermen  having 
agreed  to  extend  the  grace  period.  Congress 
may  have  awakened  to  the  urgency  for  ac¬ 
tion.  The  bill  before  the  Senate  calls  for  a 
park  of  64,000  acres,  costing  190  million  dol¬ 
lars,  with  tracts  in  Humboldt  and  Del  Norte 
Counties. 

One  major  objection  from  California  in¬ 
terests  has  been  that  creation  of  a  park 


would  destroy  timber-based  local  economies 
in  the  areas  affected.  The  current  bill  would 
authorize  a  trade  of  nearby  federally- owned 
timberlands  to  companies  that  lose  trees  to 
the  park — a  provision  opposed  by  some  agen¬ 
cies  as  a  bad  precedent,  but  one  apparently 
deemed  necessary  to  silence  the  wounded 
cries  of  the  Californians. 

We  doubt  that  the  proposed  legislation 
satisfies  all  parties  completely.  In  all  likeli¬ 
hood,  the  timber  companies  still  feel  ag¬ 
grieved,  the  administration  wishes  the  park 
weren’t  so  costly  and  the  Sierra  club  believes 
it  is  still  too  small.  But  the  question  from 
the  standpoint  of  public  interest  is  whether, 
in  fact,  an  aesthetically  significant  stand  of 
these  irreplaceable  forest  giants  will  be  pre¬ 
served  for  future  generations  to  enjoy  at  a 
price  this  generation  can  reasonably  afford 
to  pay.  If  the  answer  is  found  to  be  ‘‘yes,’’ 
there  can  be  no  further  excuse  for  dallying. 

[From  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle,  Oct.  20, 
1967] 

Agreement  on  Redwood  Park  Plan 

To  major  conservation  groups  which  had 
been  at  odds  over  the  size  and  location  of  a 
proposed  Redwood  National  Park  announced 
yesterday  they  have  united  behind  a  new 
compromise  plan. 

The  endorsements  came  from  the  Save- 
the-Redwoods  League,  which  had  backed  the 
Administration’s  plan  for  a  43,000-acre  park 
on  Mill  Creek  in  Del  Norte  county,  and  the 
Sierra  Club,  which  had  urged  a  90,000-acre 
park  on  Redwood  Creek  in  Humboldt  county. 

Directors  of  both  organizations  said  they 
will  back  legislation  for  a  two-unit,  62,000- 
acre  park  which  is  said  to  include  “the  best” 
of  the  two  previously  contending  plans. 

ESSENTIAL 

United  conservationist  backing  is  consid¬ 
ered  essential  to  the  creation  of  any  redwood 
park  The  compromise  plan  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate  Interior  Committee  and 
now  awaits  floor  action. 

Both  the  Sierra  Club  and  the  Save-the- 
Redwoods  League  indicated  they  would  pre¬ 
fer  a  larger  park  than  that  outlined  in  the 
compromise  plan,  and  would  support  ef¬ 
forts — governmental  or  private — to  enlarge 
the  proposed  park. 

The  compromise  was  rejected  as  over-large 
and  unacceptable  yesterday  in  a  statement 
on  behalf  of  the  five  timber  companies  which 
would  be  affected. 

STATEMENT 

A  statement  by  the  Redwood  Industry  Land 
Committee  added,  however,  that  the  com¬ 
panies  will  “make  every  effort  to  withhold 
logging  within  the  boundaries”  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  park  until  the  issue  is  settled. 

The  affected  companies  are  Areata  National 
Corporation,  Georgia-Pacific  Corporation, 
Miller  Redwood  company,  Pacific  Lumber 
company  and  Simpson  Timber  company. 


[From  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle, 

Oct.  15,  1967] 

The  Compromise 

What  nature  had  spent  over  2000  years 
creating,  Senator  Thomas  J.  Kuchel  (R- 
Calif.)  and  many  others  did  not  want  de¬ 
stroyed  overnight  by  the  lumberman’s  saw. 

Last  week  he  and  Senator  Henry  M.  Jack- 
son  (D-Wash.)  came  up  with  a  compromise 
Redwoods  National  Park  plan  which,  hope¬ 
fully,  would  end  the  long  and  bitter  fight 
between  lumbermen  and  conservationists 
over  size,  location  and  cost  of  such  a  park. 

Conservationists  had  demanded  a  90,000- 
acre  park  costing  between  $150  and  $200  mil¬ 
lion.  The  Administration  had  come  up  with 
a  proposal  for  a  39,000-acre  park  costing 
about  $50  million. 

land  trade 

The  Kuchel-Jackson  compromise  park 
would  consist  of  61,000  acres  and  by  trading 
redwood  land  (14,491  acres)  held  by  the 


Forest  Service  in  Del  Norte  County  for  pri¬ 
vate  timber  lands  in  the  new  park  area  the 
cost  would  be  held  to  about  $60  million. 

The  61,000  acres  would  include  36,000 
acres  in  Humboldt,  county  (Prairie  Creek 
Redwoods  State  Park  plus  22,000  acres  of  pri¬ 
vate  land)  and  about  25,000  acres  in  Del 
Norte  county  (Jedediah  Smith  and  Del  Norte 
Redwoods  State  parks  plus  10,600  acres  of 
private  land ) .  It  would  also  buy  up  a  large 
chunk  of  the  coast  to  link  the  two  redwood 
areas  into  one  big  park. 

It  was  a  compromise  that  met  California 
Governor  Ronald  Reagan’s  demands  that  pri¬ 
vate  lumber  interests  get  Federal  land  in  ex¬ 
change  for  their  holdings  so  that  the  lumber- 
oriented  northern  counties  would  not  be¬ 
come  an  economic  disaster  area. 

Representatives  of  both  the  Sierra  Club 
and  Save-the-Redwoods  League  appeared 
favorably  impressed  by  the  compromise.  But 
there  remained  one  uncertainty  in  the  deal: 
The  Forest  Service  had  long  and  valiantly 
fought  against  using  its  lands  as  “trading 
stamps”  in  deals  such  as  this  and  Congress 
had  always  backed  this  policy. 

honorable  exception 

But,  reasoned  Kuchel,  this  should  be  “an 
honorable  exception”  or  the  redwoods  would 
be  ruined  forever. 

At  midweek  the  Senate  Interior  Commit¬ 
tee  quickly  approved  the  compromise  and 
the  Senate  was  expected  to  act  on  it  by  No¬ 
vember.  Senator  Jackson  said  he  had  been 
assured  by  House  Interior  Committee  mem¬ 
bers  they  would  take  the  measure  under 
consideration  in  January — after  previously 
having  indicated  they  would  stall  maybe  an¬ 
other  half  year. 

Opposition,  however,  was  far  from  dead. 
The  Forest  Service  was  openly  unhappy,  and 
that  private  lumber  interests  would  try  to 
have  reduced  the  number  of  acres  taken  for 
the  park  was  hinted  by  Governor  Reagan. 

Reagan,  who  had  long  appeared  cool,  even 
downright  cold,  toward  tying  up  more  red¬ 
woods  in  public  parks,  said  he  would  ask  the 
amount  of  private  acreage  taken  be  “sub¬ 
stantially  reduced”  to  prevent  “serious  dam¬ 
age  to  the  lumber  industry  in  the  area.” 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible],  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Parks  and  Recreation,  is  un¬ 
able  to  be  present  for  the  debate  today.  I 
wish  to  commend  and  thank  the.  able 
chairman  of  our  subcommittee  for  his 
devoted  and  skillful  work  in  conducting 
the  hearings  and  guiding  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  measure.  He  devoted  long 
hours  to  the  task,  and  the  bill  reported  by 
the  committee  reflects,  in  large  measure, 
his  personal  contribution.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  a  statement  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Nevada  in  support 
of  the  bill  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Bible 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  my  pleasure  to 
serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Parks  and  and 
Recreation  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  for  a  number 
of  years.  During  this  time,  we  have  considered 
legislation  affecting  areas  from  one  coast¬ 
line  to  the  other.  Some  of  these  acts  have  had 
a  remarkable  degree  of  unanimity,  while 
others  have  been  highly  controversial.  But 
each  concerned  areas  which  the  Committee 
believed  would  best  serve  the  Americans  of 
today  and  tomorrow  as  units  of  our  great  Na¬ 
tional  Park  System. 

Today  we  are  considering  a  bill  which  would 
create  a  Redwood  National  Park.  To  say  this 
proposal  has  been  controversial  would  be  an 
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understatement.  Depending  upon  whom  you 
listen  to,  you  are  told  that  “the  last  redwood 
is  being  cut,”  or  that  "the  redwood  is  not 
an  endangered  species.” 

X  don’t  think  either  of  these  points  is  at 
issue  here  today. 

-  Instead,  we  must  consider  just  what  is  in¬ 
tended  by  the  bill  before  us.  The  redwoods 
on  the  coast  of  California  are  unique  in  the 
world.  The  coastal  redwoods  are  among  the 
tallest  living  things  to  be  found,  with  many 
specimen  stretching  higher  than  a  thirty- 
story  building.  In  the  old-growth  stands  you 
may  see  trees  over  fourteen  feet  in  diameter 
whose  age  may  be  anywhere  from  1000  to  2000 
years. 

Some  say  there  are  adequate  numbers  of 
thees  magnificent  trees  preserved  in  the 
numerous  state  parks  of  California.  Others 
believe  that  to  properly  protect  and  display 
the  redwoods,  we  must  have  a  national  park 
of  significant  size;  one  in  which  there  are 
complete  watersheds  and  ample  lands  to  ac¬ 
commodate  great  numbers  of  visitors  without 
endangering  the  groves  of  redwood.  The 
problem  is  further  complicated  by  timber 
industries  operating  in  the  redwood  forests 
which  have  just  recently  entered  the  final 
stage  of  their  plan  to  partially  harvest  the 
old  growth  stands  on  their  lands. 

If  a  park  of  significant  size  is  to  be  estab¬ 
lished,  it  must  be  soon.  And  if  it  is  created, 
there  is  no  doubt,  in  my  mind  it  will  have 
some  adverse  efiect  on  the  industries  yusing 
the  trees  as  raw  material. 

So  it  should  be  quite  evident  the  Commit¬ 
tee  was  faced  with  a  perplexing  set  of  cir¬ 
cumstances.  Long  months  were  spent  con¬ 
sidering  alternatives.  Different  combinations 
of  land  ownerships  were  pieced  together  like 
jig-saw  puzzles,  taken  apart  and  refitted,  to 
arrive  at  the  final  recommendation.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  I  believe  that  the  park  boundaries  rec¬ 
ommended  represent  the  best  combination 
which  can  be  practically  achieved. 

To  acquire  the  private  lands  needed  to 
make  up  the  park  it  appears  we  might  spend 
more  than  we  have  ever  considered  for  a  unit 
of  the  National  Park  System.  The  estimated 
acquisition  price  is  extremely  high. 

I  have  become  increasingly  concerned 
about  the  high  cost  of  lands  to  be  included 
in  our  parks  and  recreation  areas.  With  other 
substantial  burdens  on  our  Nation’s  eco¬ 
nomic  resources,  I  feel  we  must  sometimes 
take  unusual  steps  to  achieve  a  desired  goal. 
In  the  bill  before  us,  we  have  taken  a  most 
unusual  step  by  providing  for  lands  in  the 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  for  timberlands  within  the  park 
boundaries. 

A  third  of  a  century  ago,  the  decision  was 
made  to  establish  a  Redwood  National  For¬ 
est,  and  the  proper  steps  for  creating  pur¬ 
chase  units  were  taken.  But  economic  condi¬ 
tions  changed.  We  moved  from  a  deep  de¬ 
pression  to  a  war-stimulated  economy,  and 
finally  to  an  era  of  continued  prosperity  and 
industrial  growth.  This  is  one  reason  why 
only  14,567  acres  have  been  acquired  of  the 
original  860,000  acres  in  the  two  purchase 
units  established.  With  the  lumber  industry 
firmly  settled  in  the  region,  it  is  doubtful 
much  additional  progress  can  be  expected 
toward  creating  a  significant  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Forest.  Although  we  applaud  the  For¬ 
est  Service  in  its  management  of  this  small 
unit,  the  Committee  believes  the  greatest 
public  benefit  to  be  realized  from  this  land 
is  its  exchange  for  private  timberlands  within 
the  boundary  of  the  park. 

This  also  will  have  the  secondary  benefit 
of  lessening  the  adverse  impact  on  the  local 
lumber  industries,  permitting  them  to  op¬ 
erate  for  a  longer  period  of  time  or  on  a 
larger  scale  than  might  otherwise  be  pos¬ 
sible. 

I  have  heard  widely-conflicting  Commit¬ 
tee  testimony  on  the  value  of  this  Northern 
Redwood  Purchase  Unit.  I  personally  don’t 
know  what  figure  is  accurate,  but  one  thing 
is  certain — use  of  the  lands  for  exchange 


purposes  could  be  significant  in  holding  the 
ultimate  price  of  a  Redwood  National  Park 
far  below  the  authorized  purchase  price. 

I  wish  to  express  my  appreciation  for  the 
many  hours  devoted  to  this  legislation  by  the 
Senior  Senator  from  California,  Mr.  Kuchel, 
and  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee,  Mr. 
Jackson. 

I  believe  the  so-called  “compromise  bill” 
which  has  evolved  is  worthy,  and  I  recom¬ 
mend  it  to  you  for  passage. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  a  typo¬ 
graphical  error  appears  in  the  last  para¬ 
graph  of  page  3  of  the  report  which  ac¬ 
companies  S.  2515.  The  sentence  as  it 
appears  in  the  report  reads,  in  part,  as 
follows:  \ 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  met  in  executive  session  on  August 
10,  1967  *  *  *. 

The  date  should  be  corrected  to  read: 
October  10, 1967. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Rec¬ 
ord  will  be  corrected  accordingly. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  able  junior  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Metcalf]  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
unanimous-consent  agreement  provides 
that  when  the  opening  statements  have 
been  made  by  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  and  the  Senator  from  California,  the 
time  on  amendments  shall  be  controlled, 
except  that  on  the  pending  amendment 
there  is  no  time  limitation. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  We  are  not  speaking 
on  the  amendment;  we  are  speaking  on 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  for  himself, 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken],  and  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  is  the  pending 
question. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  amendment  is 
now  the  pending  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct.  The  Senator  may  proceed. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  a  statement  on  the  bill. 

I  shall  make  a  subsequent  statement 
on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  pending.  So  long  as  the 
amendment  is  pending,  the  Senator  may 
speak  as  long  as  he  wishes  to  do  so. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  commend  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Jackson]  for  his  skill  in  develop¬ 
ing  a  plan  for  a  Redwood  National  Park 
whose  boundaries  have  drawn  such  wide¬ 
spread  support.  All  conservation  groups 
known  to  me  have  indicated  general  sup¬ 
port  for  the  shape  of  the  park  that  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  is  now  proposing. 

The  committee’s  achievement  in  re¬ 
solving  wide  disagreement — and  I  have 
been  a  part  of  that  wide  disagreement — 
over  how  boundaries  should  be  drawn  is 
a  major  one.  But  its  success  is  also  due  to 
the  willingness  of  conservation  groups  to 
“give  some”  with  respect  to  some  of  their 
most  cherished  hopes.  They  have  done  so 
in  a  spirit  of  compromise  to  secure  ac¬ 
tion  on  this  urgent  effort. 

In  backing  the  committee’s  bill,  never¬ 
theless,  we  should  not  lose  sight  of  the 
conservation  opportunities  In  the  red¬ 


woods  that  these  groups  have  brought  to 
our  attention.  It  was  my  privilege  to 
sponsor  a  plan,  along  with  19  other  Sen¬ 
ators,  for  a  90,000-acre  Redwood.  Na¬ 
tional  Park  w’hich  many  of  these  groups, 
led  by  the  Sierra  Club,  recommended. 

In  regrouping  now  behind  this  64,000- 
acre  plan,  let  us  realize  what  we  are  leav¬ 
ing  to  the  lumbermen  of  what  should 
have  been  saved.  Most  notable  is  the 
Emerald  Mile,  actually  a  3-mile  reach  of 
magnificent  redwood  forest  along  Red¬ 
wood  Creek  just  upstream  from  the 
mouth  of  Bridge  Creek.  Here  the  trees 
stand  in  a  procession  at  heights  of  300 
feet  or  more,  with  forest  edges  remi¬ 
niscent  of  Bull  Creek  flat.  No  roads  now 
enter  this  place.  Only  a  handful  of  par¬ 
ties  who  run  the  river  on  spring  freshets 
have  seen  what  we  are  casting  aside  in 
this  place. 

Nowhere  else  do  redwoods  reach  the 
elevations  in  such  grandeur  as  they  do 
along  the  slopes  above  Redwood  Creek 
on  the  east  below  the  Bald  Hills  Road. 
Here  they  rise  to  2,500  feet  in  giant  form, 
at  the  inner  limit  of  the  fog  belt.  The 
redwood  expert  knows  he  is  seeing  some¬ 
thing  special  here.  Most  of  these  great 
slope  forests  are  now  being  forgotten. 

So  also  is  the  great  hillmass  of  red¬ 
woods  between  Bridge  Creek  and  Red¬ 
wood  Creek,  and  the  scenic  backdrop 
above  Elam  Creek  and  along  MacArthur 
Creek.  Tragically,  in  the  3  years  since 
the  National  Park  Service  issued  its  re¬ 
port  on  the  redwoods,  much  of  the  best 
of  the  North  Fork  of  Lost  Man  Creek 
has  already  been  lost.  What  we  do  not 
save  in  this  bill  will  probably  be  lost  to 
the  saw  within  a  very  few  years. 

It  was  with  this  thought  in  mind  that 
I  attempted  to  persuade  the  committee 
to  raise  the  ceiling  on  size  from  64,000  to 
70,000  acres.  This  small  increase  would 
be  enough  to  rescue  most  of  the  threat¬ 
ened  areas  I  have  just  mentioned.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  there  is  enough  leeway  within 
the  cost  estimates  for  the  entire  project 
to  allow  the  increase  to  be  made  without 
raising  the  ceiling  on  appropriations. 

I  hope  Congress  will  continue  to  ex¬ 
plore  the  possibilities  of  extending  this 
proposal  to  cover  the  magnificent  areas 
of  redwood  forest  in  Redwood  Creek, 
which  are  too  good  to  lose.  The  opportu¬ 
nities  we  now  have  will  never  return. 

It  is  easy  for  all  of  us  here  to  become 
so  engrossed  with  dollars,  budgets, 
boundaries,  and  exchanges,  that  we  tend 
to  push  into  the  background  the  real  rea¬ 
son  why  we  are  today  at  a  crucial  point 
in  a  historic  undertaking,  creation  of 
a  redwood  national  park,  a  park  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  character  of  these 
truly  unique  and  awesome  forests. 

Last  night  I  was  reading  an  old  ac¬ 
count  of  one  man’s  first  visit  to  the  red¬ 
woods.  Morley  Roberts  told  his  story  in 
“The  Western  Avernus:  Toil  and  Travel 
in  Further  North  America,”  first  pub¬ 
lished  in  1887 : 

My  road  ran  still  through  the  redwoods, 
and  If  they  were  solemn  and  well'd  at  night 
they  were  more  beautiful  In  the  daytime. 
Under  them  at  times  was  thick  brush,  from 
which  they  rose  like  towers  or  great  light¬ 
houses  from  the  breaking  of  little  waves,  and 
in  other  places  they  stood  by  themselves, 
springing  straight  from  the  bare  ground,  or 
moss,  or  scanty  turf.  These  had  grown  for 
so  many  centuries,  and  had  such  great  life 
in  them,  they  were  so  grand  and  solemn  and 
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king-like,  that  I  felt  they  had  personality. 
It  seemed  nothing  short  of  murder  to  hew 
and  saw  them  down  for  planks  and  post¬ 
making,  for  house-building,  and  shelter  for 
little  men,  who  lusted  to  destroy  in  an  hour 
the  slow,  sweet  growth  of  their  unnumbered 
years.  We  come  with  our  quick  and  furious 
flood  of  life  to  a  quick  conclusion,  they,  with 
the  slow  sap  under  bark  and  in  the  wood, 
rise  imperceptibly  to  majesty,  and  fall  at 
the  end  of  their  long  term  by  overgrowth  of 
summit  and  crown;  they  sink  at  last  under 
the  burden  of  natural  honours,  and  mingle 
slowly  in  long  decay  with  the  soil  in  which 
they  were  rooted.  But  men  come  and  destroy 
them,  as  barbarians  in  the  pathetic,  silent 
senate-house,  and  nature  lies  wounded  and 
bleeding. 

I  came  out  on  the  banks  of  the  Smith 
River  again  and  was  ferried  over,  and  was 
asked  no  fee.  I  was  astonished  at  the  lack 
of  greed,  and  the  natural  sweet  kindliness 
of  the  man,  a  Charon  fair  and  young,  which 
are  so  rare  in  all  countries,  and  alas!  much 
too  rare  in  America.  I  thanked  him  courte¬ 
ously,  and  he  bowed  and  wished  me  well 
most  knightlike,  pushing  back  across  the 
stream,  and  I  passed  again  into  the  redwoods, 
climbing  up  through  a  sweet  tangle  of  thick 
brush  with  the  great  god-trees  rising  from 
it,  and  then  descended  and  came,  on  a  flat, 
more  bare,  with  willow  and  birch,  and  no 
more  redwoods.  And  I  began  to  hear  a  faint 
roar,  like  a  singing  in  my  ears.  But  it  grew 
and  grew  till  I  recognized  the  sound  of  the 
sea,  the  roar  of  breakers,  the  eternal  ocean 
voice.  It  put  new  life  into  me;  I  walked 
faster,  though  I  was  faint,  until  I  came  where 
I  could  hear  the  separate  roar  of  separate 
waves — distinct  thunders.  I  sat  under  a  tree 
by  the  roadside  and  lighted  my  pipe,  and,  to 
save  myself  from  vain  imaginings  of  possible 
things,  I  took  my  Virgil  and  again  read  part 
of  the  Sixth  Book.  And  when  I  came  to  the 
middle  I  thought,  “I  am  not  yet  out  of 
Avemus,  and  who  knows  if  I  shall  return  to 
the  lucid  stars  and  lucid  earth,  for  there 
is  much  to  be  passed  through  before  my 
time  is  at  hand.” 

When  we  are  talking  about  conserva¬ 
tion  and  the  challenge  of  meeting  the 
outdoor  recreation  demands  of  a  grow¬ 
ing  nation,  one  man  stands  at  the  top 
In  terms  of  accomplishment.  I  doubt  that 
enough  attention  has  ever  been  directed 
to  the  man  and  his  work — the  senior 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Alan  Bible]. 
During  more  than  a  decade  in  the  U.S. 
Senate,  Alan  Bible  has  clearly  estab¬ 
lished  himself  as  a  leading  conservation 
figure.  Certainly,  his  record  in  the  area 
of  parks  and  recreation  is  unmatched. 

As  chairman  of  the  Parks  and  Recrea¬ 
tion  Subcommittee  and,  before  that,  the 
Public  Lands  Subcommittee,  Senator 
Bible  has  been  instrumental  in  passing 
legislation  that  has  added  no  less  than  47 
new  areas  to  the  National  Park  System. 
And  that  record,  I  believe,  is  about  to  be 
greatly  extended  with  the  passage  in  the 
90th  Congress  of  bills  creating  two  new 
landmark  national  parks — the  Redwoods 
National  Park  bill  we  are  considering  to¬ 
day  and  the  North  Cascades  National 
Park  and  related  recreation  and  wilder¬ 
ness  areas.  This  is  a  record  unequaled  by 
any  other  Senator  in  his  position  in  the 
history  of  Congress.  I  submit  it  is  a  rec¬ 
ord  that  represents  the  greatest  period 
of  recreation  development  ever  witnessed 
by  our  Nation. 

Senator  Bible’s  calm  guiding  hand  was 
largely  responsible  for  solving  the  com¬ 
plex  problems  that  had  thwarted  prog¬ 
ress  on  the  Redwood  National  Park  bill. 
It  was  the  same  effective  capacity  for 


overcoming  obstacles  that  made  his  rec¬ 
ord  of  achievement  possible. 

Under  Senator  Bible’s  leadership  we 
have  seen  the  long-overdue  resurgence 
of  national  recreation  areas,  national 
seashores,  and  national  lakeshores  de¬ 
signed  to  provide  for  the  badly  neglected 
recreation  needs  of  those  in  crowded 
urban  areas.  We  have  seen  two  new  na¬ 
tional  parks — Canyonlands  and  Guada¬ 
lupe  Mountains.  And  we  have  seen  many 
historical  parks  and  national  monuments 
established.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  a  list  of  the  National  Park  Serv¬ 
ice  additions  that  have  been  authorized 
during  Senator  Bible’s  chairmanship  of 
the  responsible  subcommittee  up  to  this 
year. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

EIGHTY-SEVENTH  CONGRESS 

St.  Thomas  National  Historical  Site. 

Christionsted  National  Historical  Site. 

Russell  Cave  National  Monument. 

Cape  Cod  National  Seashore. 

Fort  Davis  National  Historical  Site. 

Fort  Smith  National  Historical  Site. 

Piscataway  Park. 

Buck  Island  Reef  National  Monument. 

Fort  St.  Marks  National  Historical  Site. 

Lincoln  Boyhood  National  Monument. 

Hamilton  Grange  National  Monument. 

Theodore  Roosevelt  Birthplace  National 
Historical  Site. 

Sagamore  Hill  National  Historical  Site. 

Frederick  Douglas  Home  National  Histori¬ 
cal  Site. 

Point  Reyes  National  Seashore. 

Padre  Island  National  Seashore. 

EIGHTY -EIGHTH  CONGRESS 

Ozark  National  Scenic  Riverways. 

Fort  Bowie  National  Historical  Site. 

Fort  Larned  National  Historical  Site. 

Saint-Gaudens  National  Historic  Site. 

Allegheny  Portage  Railroad  National  His¬ 
torical  Site. 

Johnstown  Flood  National  Historical  Site. 

John  Muir  National  Historical  Site. 

Fire  Island  National  Seashore. 

Canyonlands  National  Park. 

Ice  Age  National  Scientific  Reserve. 

EIGHTY-NINTH  CONGRESS 

Assateague  Island  National  Seashore. 

Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recreation 
Area. 

Nez  Perce  National  Historical  Park. 

Whiskeytown-Shasta-Trinity  National  Rec¬ 
reation  Area. 

Cape  Lookout  National  Seashore. 

Chamizal  Treaty  National  Monument. 

Fort  Union  Trading  Post  National  Histori¬ 
cal  Site. 

George  Rogers  Clark  National  Historical 
Park. 

San  Juan  Island  National  Historical  Park. 

Guadalupe  Mountains  National  Park. 

Pictured  Rocks  National  Lakeshore. 

Indiana  Dunes  National  Lakeshore. 

Bighorn  Canyon  National  Recreation  Area. 

Golden  Spike  National  Historical  Site. 

Hubbell  Trading  Post  National  Historical 
Site. 

Agate  Fossil  Beds  National  Monument. 

Herbert  Hoover  National  Monument. 

Pecos  National  Monument. 

Alibates  Flint  Quarries  and  Texas  Pan¬ 
handle  Pueblo  Culture  National  Monument. 

Ellis  Island  National  Monument. 

Roger  Williams  National  Monument. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
today,  I  spoke  of  the  great  service  the 
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Senator  from  Montana  performed  in  the 
discussions  in  committee  which  led  up 
to  this  bill.  The  Senator  is  recognized 
as  a  leader  in  conservation.  On  the 
amendment  now  pending,  the  position 
that  he  has  taken  is  one  of  tremendous 
strength  for  all  of  us  who  want  a  na¬ 
tional  redwood  park,  who  recognize  the 
need  for  Senate  action  now,  and  who  op¬ 
pose  this  amendment. 

I  simply  wish  to  repeat,  in  the  presence 
of  the  Senator  from  Montana,  the  feel¬ 
ings  that  I  have  and  that  I  believe  all 
people  interested  in  this  park  have  with 
respect  to  his  high  level  of  statesman¬ 
ship  in  this  controversy. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  am  delighted  to  yield. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  committee,  I  wish  to 
express  my  appreciation  for  the  effective 
assistance  of  the  able  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  in  connection  with  the  pending 
measure.  The  Senator  from  Montana  has 
been  active  for  many  years  as  an  advo¬ 
cate  in  promoting  a  redwood  national 
park  bill.  As  I  recall,  his  interest  dates 
back  to  the  days  when  he  was  a  student 
at  Stanford  University. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator’s  forthright 
analysis  of  the  so-called  purchase  unit 
matter  has  been  stated  as  well  as  anyone 
could  ask  in  defining  the  issues  involved. 

I  say  to  the  Members  of  the  Senate 
that  the  able  Senator  from  Montana  has 
made  our  task  much  easier  in  bringing 
this  bill  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and 
I  commend  him  most  highly  for  his  help 
with  respect  to  this  important  measure. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  thank  my  chairman. 

If  I  still  have  the  floor,  Mr.  President, 
I  wish  to  respond  to  the  statements  made 
by  the  Senator  from  California  and  the 
Senator  from  Washington. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Tydings  in  the  chair) .  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  doubt 
whether  any  Member  of  the  Senate  has 
had  more  to  do  with  opposition  to  land 
exchanges  than  I.  I  go  back  to  the  years 
when  I  was  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  when  Representative 
Ellsworth  suggested  that  there  be  an 
omnibus  program  for  land  exchanges 
under  which  whenever  a  sustained  yield 
area  was  taken  for  a  Corps  of  Engineers 
project,  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation  project, 
or  a  highway  program,  some  of  our  na¬ 
tional  parks  or  our  national  forests 
would  be  exchanged.  I  vehemently  op¬ 
posed  that  proposal,  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  voted  it  down. 

I  believe  that  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  aided  in  preventing 
the  addition  of  that  amendment  to  the 
Senate  bill. 

But  today  we  have  a  provision  for  a 
land  exchange  in  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment,  which  is  entirely  different  from 
what  we  were  talking  about  back  in  the 
days  when  I  opposed  the  Ellsworth  pro¬ 
posal.  I  suggested  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  that  the  Ellsworth  bill  should 
be  defeated  because  it  was  a  suggestion 
that  we  exchange  trees  for  stumps.  It 
was  such  a  suggestion.  Today,  we  have 
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a  better  bill.  The  Government  will  re¬ 
ceive  trees  in  exchange  for  stumps.  The 
land  involved  in  this  exchange  is  being 
logged.  This  area  is  in  private  operation 
at  present.  We  are  saying  that  we  will 
receive  a  magnificent  area  within  the 
confines  of  the  park  in  exchange  for  an 
area  that  will  be  logged  off,  anyway.  The 
Federal  Government  will  get  the  better 
of  the  bargain. 

In  addition,  we  will  be  saving  the 
economy  of  a  small  county  in  northern 
California.  We  will  be  helping  them  to 
have  a  tax  base,  which  is  important,  and 
we  will  save  some  jobs. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  that  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment  would  not  set  a  preced¬ 
ent  at  all.  Every  day.  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  receive  requests  for  endorsement 
of  land  exchanges  between  the  Forest 
Service  and  railroads  or  other  private 
owners,  or  between  Government  and 
State  agencies. 

For  example,  many  persons  are  now 
writing  to  Senator  Mansfield  and  me  in 
support  of  a  proposed  land  exchange  be¬ 
tween  the  Forest  Service  and  the  North¬ 
ern  Pacific  Railroad,  in  order  to  add  to 
the  Spanish  Peaks  Wilderness  Area.  So 
long  as  it  involves  an  exchange  of  one 
national  forest  area  for  another,  no  one 
complains.  But  if  it  involves  an  exchange 
of  national  forest  land  that  goes  into  the 
Interior  Department,  then  we  have  the 
National  Forest  Service  coming  up  and 
objecting. 

Originally,  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  suggested  to  Congress  that  the 
Muir  Woods  be  a  part  of  the  land  ex¬ 
change  in  this  proposal.  The  Muir 
Woods,  which  is  named  after  a  great 
naturalist,  John  Muir - 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  mean  that  a  Cabinet  officer  came  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  and 
recommended  that  the  Muir  Woods  be 
traded  off? 

Mr.  METCALF.  Yes.  And  I  made  a 
speech  about  it.  And  when  I  suggested 
that  this  land  exchange  was  not  in  the 
public  interest,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  California  quoted  that  speech 
against  me. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  To  what  Cabinet 
officer  does  the  Senator  refer? 

Mr.  METCALF.  One  of  our  best  Cabi¬ 
net  officers. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Agriculture  or 
Interior? 

Mr.  METCALF.  One  of  our  best — the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Secretary 
Udall,  a  close  friend  of  mine,  the  finest 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  who  has  ever 
held  that  position. 

Nevertheless,  he  suggested  that  the 
Muir  Woods  be  part  of  this  land  ex¬ 
change. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  assume  that 
the  distinguished  Senator  has  been  in 
the  Muir  Woods,  one  of  the  most  beau¬ 
tiful  spots  in  America. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  said  in  committee 
that  when  I  went  into  the  service,  having 
been  drafted,  and  after  I  was  given  basic 
training,  I  received  a  3-day  pass  and  my 
wife  and  I  went  up  into  the  Muir  Woods. 
When  I  went  to  Stanford  University,  I 


used  to  go  to  the  Muir  Woods.  I  believe 
it  is  one  of  the  greatest  areas  for  spiritual 
satisfaction  that  I  have  ever  been  in. 

I  would  vehemently  oppose  the  aban¬ 
donment  of  those  woods  so  that  loggers 
could  come  in  with  their  chain  saws  and 
destroy  the  area. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  commend  the 
Senator.  I  went  into  the  Muir  Woods 
with  Roger  Kent,  who,  as  Senators  know, 
was  in  the  Department  of  Defense  under 
President  Truman.  It  was  his  father, 
William  Kent  who  named  the  Muir 
Woods  in  honor  of  that  great  naturalist. 
This  happened  in  the  early  1900’s,  some 
time  before  1910.  This  area  was  set  up 
as  one  of  the  first  conservation  areas  in 
America. 

His  father,  William  Kent,  is  mentioned 
in  the  book  about  California  Progres¬ 
sives  and  the  founding  of  the  Progressive 
movement  in  California,  and  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  election  of  Gifford  Pinchot 
as  Governor  of  Pennsylvania.  William 
Kent  is  credited  by  many  persons  as 
being  the  person  who  convinced  Theo¬ 
dore  Roosevelt  that  the  conservation 
movement  should  be  taken  up.  He  had 
been  a  young  man  in  Chicago.  He  went 
West,  and  was  a  great  reform  leader  in 
California.  He  was  one  of  the  great  con¬ 
servationists  in  America,  and  he  is  cred¬ 
ited  with  having  great  influence  on 
Theodore  Roosevelt  and  Gifford  Pinchot, 
who  are  regarded  as  the  fathers  of  the 
American  conservationists  movement. 

Mr.  METCALF.  If  we  had  listened  to 
them  in  those  days  this  bill  would  not  be 
before  us  today. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Yes,  if  we  had 
listened  to  William  Kent,  Gifford  Pin¬ 
chot,  and  Theodore  Roosevelt. 

Mr.  METCALF.  But  we  have  not  and 
the  keystone  to  that  whole  park  is  the 
land  exchange.  It  is  not  significant  as 
far  as  conservation  goes  for  it  is  an  ex¬ 
change  which  goes  on  every  day  within 
the  Forest  Service.  There  was  an  ex¬ 
change  praised  a  day  or  so  ago  in  the 
Washington  Post  in  an  editorial  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Northern  Cascades.  It 
is  the  kind  of  exchange  everyone  can 
justify.  If  it  is  said  to  be  setting  a  prece¬ 
dent,  it  is  a  good  precedent,  and  it  is  the 
kind  of  precedent  in  which  the  Federal 
Government  gets  the  better  of  the  deal. 

I  have  nothing  but  praise  for  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  California,  who 
sponsored  the  bill,  and  our  chairman, 
who  are  giving  us  an  opportunity  for  a 
significant  national  park  which  includes 
the  big  trees;  I  wish  it  were  a  little  bigger, 
but  that  is  what  happens  in  the  legisla¬ 
tive  process. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Perhaps  I  should  not  be 
taking  part  in  this  debate  at  all.  I  think 
my  education  is  incomplete  in  that  I  have 
never  been  in  the  proposed  Redwood 
park.  I  have  been  in  Muir  Woods.  That 
is  as  near  as  I  got.  If  the  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  want  the  national  park  there,  I 
would  be  very  much  in  favor  of  its  estab¬ 
lishment.  However,  I  come  from  an  area 
where  I  have  seen  the  beneficial  effects  of 
the  national  forest  and  I  cannot  help  but 
feel  that  we  do  not  want  to  start  a  prece¬ 
dent  that  will  spread  to  my  part  of  the 
country;  that  is,  trading  off  sections  of 
the  national  forest  for  other  desirable 
assets. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  the  Senator  wish  to 
make  a  comment  before  I  get  started? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
briefly? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  purchase  unit  that 
this  bill  proposes  to  exchange  is  not  a 
part  of  an  established  national  forest. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Possibly  not  in  the 
strictest  sense. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  This  purchase  unit  was 
purchased  between  1939  and  1945  by  the 
United  States  from  private  owners,  with 
the  thought  in  mind  that  some  860,000 
acres  would  be  acquired  from  private 
owners  and  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  attempt  to  demonstrate  the 
best  way  for  redwood  logging  operations 
to  proceed.  But  that  plan  collapsed.  I 
want  my  friend,  for  whom  I  have  No.  1 
respect  around  here,  as  he  knows,  to 
know  that  this  is  not,  never  has  been,  and 
never  will  be  a  part  of  an  established 
national  forest. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  the  Senator  mean 
that  the  14,500  acres  are  not  now  and 
never  will  be  a  part  of  the  national  for¬ 
est? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Are  not  now,  and  never 
has  been. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Who  administers  it?  The 
Forest  Service  administers  it. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  As  a  further  point  of 
clarification  I  think  that  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  stated  it  well.  It  is 
true  that  the  Forest  Service  considered 
making  a  national  forest.  This  proposal 
was  turned  down  by  the  Forest  Service. 
The  Senator  from  Vermont  must  realize, 
as  the  Senator  from  California  pointed 
out,  that  this  was  originally  undertaken 
as  a  very  large  enterprise  which  started 
back  in  1934  during  the  depression  days. 
It  was  hoped  they  would  be  able  to  ac¬ 
quire  this  large  acreage  to  which  the 
Senator  from  California  referred.  They 
failed.  Only  a  very  small  fractional  part 
of  the  objective  was  achieved;  14,567 
acres,  to  be  precise. 

I  might  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
Vermont  that  we  would  not  be  arguing 
over  this  matter  now  if  this  particular 
acreage  were  in  the  hands  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior.  This  is  nothing 
more  or  less  than  a  good,  old-fashioned, 
Washington,  D.C.,  bureaucratic  hassle. 
We  are  dealing  with  assets  of  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States.  This  timber  in  the  purchase 
unit  is  for  logging.  We  are  suggesting 
that  that  purpose  continue  by  permitting 
an  exchange.  We  are  trying  to  create  a 
national  park.  It  seems  to  me  it  is  just 
a  matter  of  equity  to  make  provisions 
along  the  lines  we  have  provided  for  in 
the  bill. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  if  these  lands 
were  being  administered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  there  would  not  be  a 
word  said  against  it.  It  seems  to  me  that 
Congress  has  some  policymaking  abil¬ 
ity  to  see  to  it  that  assets  of  the  Federal 
Government  are  properly  managed  and 
properly  administered. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  point.  This 
is  nothing  more  than  a  fight  between  the 
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Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  began  in  1908. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  It  has  been  going  on 
for  a  long  time.  I  think  the  Congress 
needs  to  step  in,  where  it  is  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest,  to  protect  the  assets  of  the 
United  States.  We  should  not  allow  the 
two  departments  to  try  to  make  this 
decision. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
proceed,  I  think  that  perhaps  my  col¬ 
leagues,  if  they  are  correct,  should  un¬ 
dertake  to  inform  the  American  Forestry 
Association  because  I  had  a  letter  from 
them  several  days  ago  which  stated  as 
follows: 

My  Dear  Senator  Aiken:  We  are  con¬ 
cerned  about  a  provision  in  the  Redwood 
National  Park  bill,  S.  2515,  to  use  national 
forest  land  In  the  Redwood  Purchase  Unit 
as  payment  in  kind  for  private  lands  desired 
for  park  purposes. 

This  Federal  land  was  acquired  by  the 
Forest  Service  under  the  Weeks  Act  of  March 
1,  1911  for  the  practice  of  multiple  use,  sus¬ 
tained  yield  forestry.  It  is  being  managed 
efficiently  for  this  purpose.  Trading  this  land 
for  other  land  to  be  used  as  a  park  will 
defeat  the  purpose  for  which  national  forests 
are  established. 

The  annual  harvests  of  timber  from  the 
Redwood  Purchase  Unit  supports  ten  small 
lumber  companies  and  their  employees.  One- 
quarter  of  the  receipts  from  timber  sales,  a 
substantial  sum,  goes  to  Del  Norte  County 
in  lieu  of  taxes.  This  25  percent  fund  exceeds 
the  amount  of  taxes  received  from  com¬ 
parable  land  in  private  ownership. 

Therefore,  it  is  clear  that  giving  four 
large  landowners  this  Forest  Service  land  will 
not  benefit  the  local  economy.  It  merely  aids 
four  large  companies  at  the  expense  of  ten 
small  companies. 

Neither  will  such  an  exchange  improve  the 
tax  base  of  Del  Norte  County. 

Of  even  greater  concern  is  the  precedent 
to  be  established  by  such  action.  It  will  open 
the  flood  gates  to  demands  by  all  sorts  of 
special  interests  and  land  grabbers.  Some  of 
these  already  have  appeared. 

Consequently,  we  urge  you  to  delete  all 
references  to  the  Redwood  Purchase  Unit 
from  S.  2515  and  to  preserve  this  tract  for 
the  purposes  for  which  it  was  acquired. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Kenneth  B.  Pomeroy, 

Chief  Forester. 

Let  me  also  quote  from  the  individual 
views  made  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  in  the  committee 
report: 

I  am  in  full  accord  with  the  establishment 
of  the  Redwood  National  Park.  I  am  deeply 
concerned,  however,  with  the  committee 
amendment  to  authorize  the  conveyance  of 
national  forest  land  in  the  Northern  Red¬ 
wood  Purchase  Unit  in  exchange  for  lands 
to  be  acquired  as  a  part  of  the  park. 

The  federally  owned  property  in  the 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  was  made 
national  forest  land  by  the  terms  of  the 
Weeks  Act  of  March  1,  1911  (36  Stat.  961), 
under  which  it  was  acquired.  It  has  always 
been  and  should  continue  to  be  treated  Just 
as  all  other  national  forest. 

Mr.  President,  the  reason  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  bill  is  that  while  the 
national  forest  is  comparatively  small  in 
my  State — about  250,000  acres — I  have 
seen  the  good  in  the  community  and  in 
the  State  which  has  come  from  it. 

I  have  seen  steadily  increasing  values 
not  only  of  forest  land  but  of  the  land 
around  it  which  has  been  developed,  too, 


by  reason  of  proximately  to  the  national 
forest. 

I  have  seen  development  of  recreation 
in  the  national  forest,  particularly  in 
the  skiing  industry  which,  last  year,  it 
was  estimated  to  bring  about  $75  million 
into  my  small  State,  to  the  owners  and 
operators  of  the  skiing  areas — and  prob¬ 
ably  much  more  to  the  people  living 
around  those  areas. 

I  have  seen  the  national  forest  de¬ 
velop  as  a  refuge  for  wildlife — wild  birds, 
mammals,  and  bears  which  have  in¬ 
creased  considerably.  That  might  not  be 
considered  an  asset  in  sheep  country,  but 
with  us  in  Vermont,  the  black  bear  and 
other  wildlife  have  been  coming  back 
and  have  found  refuge  in  the  national 
forest  which  runs  up  through  the  Green 
Mountains  of  my  State. 

I  have  seen  developments  in  lumber 
operations.  The  income  from  standing 
timber  sold  has  increased  the  income  of 
the  communities  and  of  the  State  ma¬ 
terially.  The  revenue  derived  from  this 
income  is  being  used  to  build  roads  and 
schools. 

Thus,  that  is  the  reason  I  feel  we 
would  be  shortsighted  to  trade  off  any 
part  of  the  national  forest,  because  just 
as  sure  as  anything,  if  this  gets  by  in 
one  State,  they  will  ask  to  do  it  in  other 
States. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  today,  if  a  pro¬ 
moter  could  get  a  part  of  the  national 
forest  which  originally  was  purchased  for 
a  few  dollars  an  acre,  he  could  become 
rather  wealthy  as  a  result  of  such  a  deal. 

Perhaps  I  should  apologize  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  because  I  have  not 
visited  the  Redwoods  Park  area  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  but  I  know  what  the  national 
forest  has  done  in  my  own  State,  and  in 
the  East  generally.  I  do  not  want  to  start 
trading  it  off  for  other  items  regardless 
of  how  valuable  they  might  be. 

Of  course,  it  is  going  to  cost  money  to 
buy  this  park  outright.  The  dollar,  how¬ 
ever,  is  not  going  to  be  very  big  in  the 
future.  Today  we  talk  about  how  many 
pesos  there  are  to  the  dollar — I  believe 
it  is  12 — and  until  recently  there  were 
2,700  cruzeiros  to  the  dollar.  But  if  in¬ 
flation  keeps  increasing  as  it  is  increasing 
now,  it  will  not  be  very  long  before  we 
will  be  asking  about  how  many  dollars 
there  are  to  the  dollar. 

Thus,  this  land  will  be  a  good  buy,  I 
would  say,  regardless  of  the  fact  that  it 
would  cost  money  now. 

I  want  to  add,  once  more,  that  the  na¬ 
tional  forest  has  been  extremely  helpful 
in  developing  other  communities,  as  well 
as  those  in  my  State,  and  for  that  reason 
I  just  do  not  want  to  make  the  initial 
start  of  trading  off  any  parts  of  it. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  .Senator,  I  am  going  to 
urge  the  Senator,  who  is  a  great  con¬ 
servationist  and  a  great  Senator,  not  to 
say  that  this  14,000-acre  parcel  is  part 
of  a  national  forest,  because  it  is  not. 

I  wish  the  Senator  could  see  the  fine 
redwoods  in  northern  California.  I  have 
seen  them.  I  want  those  trees,  which 
stretch  into  the  sky  almost  400  feet, 
some  of  them  centuries  old,  some  of  them 
thousands  of  years  old,  to  be  preserved. 

And  the  path  to  the  presentation  of 
the  bill  has  been  a  tortuous  one. 


There  are  people  who  want  a  park  but 
disagree  on  where  it  should  be. 

There  are  people  who  want  a  park 
but  do  not  want  it  to  be  too  big. 

There  are  people  who  want  a  park  but 
say  this  one  is  not  as  large  as  it  should 
be. 

There  have  been  all  kinds  of  obstacles, 
wittingly  or  unwittingly  placed  in  the 
path  of  this  park  legislation;  but,  here  it 
is.  Here  it  is,  and  it  is  justified. 

I  know  that  my  friend  from  Vermont 
favors  the  acquisition  or  the  setting 
aside  of  recreation  areas  for  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  in  the  future.  I  feel  that  he 
looks  with  favor  on  that  concept,  but  I 
urge  him  not  to  Vote  for  the  amendment 
on  the  ground  that  we  are  talking  of  na¬ 
tional  forest  land,  for  I  tell  him  that  that 
is  not  the.  fact. 

I  believe  that  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  just  read  a  letter  from  Mr.  Kenneth 
Pomeroy. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  I  received  it  about 
10  minutes  ago. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  read  what  Mr. 
Pomeroy  had  to  say  in  an  article  entitled 
“Redwoods  and  Parks,”  published  in 
American  Forests  for  May  1965: 

With  less  than  10  percent  of  the  reduced 
area  in  federal  ownership,  and  with  further 
substantial  additions  unlikely,  the  forest 
supervisor  in  charge  of  the  unit  recom¬ 
mended  on  November  1,  1963,  that  the  gross 
area  of  the  unit  be  decreased  to  the  32,409 
acres  north  of  the  Klamath  River,  and  that 
the  area  be  known  as  the  Redwood  National 
Forest.  This  step  would  leave  931  acres  in 
scattered  tracts  south  of  the  Klamath 
River,  which  could  be  used  as  trading  stock. 
The  proposal  was  approved  by  the  super¬ 
visors  of  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  counties 
and  by  the  Simpson  Timber  Company  (the 
largest  private  owner  in  the  unit)  but  has 
not  been  acted  upon  by  the  Forest  Service. 

Nor  has  it  been  since.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  consistently 
and  recently  rejected  the  proposal  to  in¬ 
clude  this  small  and  isolated  tract  in  an 
established  national  forest.  So  I  think 
we  should  not  refer  to  this  unit  as  part 
of  a  national  forest,  and  I  believe  the 
public  interest  is  best  served  by  taking 
this  14,567-acre  parcel,  which  has  been 
used  by  private  companies,  under  con¬ 
tract,  for  logging  operations,  and  use 
that  parcel  to  make  possible  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  magnificent  trees  for  a  park. 

That  is  the  best  I  can  do,  Senator. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  appreci¬ 
ate  the  views  of  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia.  He  always  does  what  he  thinks 
is  best  for  his  home  State.  I  hope  the 
people  of  California  appreciate  this  and 
will  soundly  express  their  appreciation 
in  November  1968.  But  there  seems  to  be 
a  difference  of  opinion,  and  being  from 
a  national  forest  area,  I  am  still  inclined 
to  follow  their  policies. 

I  have  in  my  hand  another  letter,  just 
handed  me,  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  in  which  he  expresses  his  op¬ 
position  to  trading  off  these  15,000  acres 
for  part  of  the  cost  of  the  redwood  pre¬ 
serve.  He  said,  “It  would  open  the  flood¬ 
gates.”  Right  now  I  do  not  want  to  open 
the  floodgates  to  trading  off  any  national 
forest  lands. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  that 
letter  to  me  from  the  Secretary  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 
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October  31,  1967 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

October  20,  1967, 

Hon.  George  D.  Aiken, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Aiken:  You  will  shortly  be 
considering  S.  2515,  a  new  bill  to  establish  a 
Redwood  National  Park.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  actively  supports  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  such  a  Park. 

However,  this  Department  vigorously  and 
strongly  objects  to  the  feature  of  S.  2515 
which  would  use  National  Forest  land  as 
trading  stock  to  obtain  land  for  the  Park. 
This  commandeering  of  the  National  Forest 
land  in  the  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  is  not 
necessary  in  order  for  the  Nation  to  have  a 
Redwood  Park. 

Using  National  Forest  land  for  trading 
stock  In  this  important  case  endangers  land 
administered  by  the  Forest  Service  all  over 
the  country.  It  threatens  the  integrity  of 
the  National  Forests,  a  principle  of  long¬ 
standing. 

It  would  open  the  floodgates.  Right  now, 
and  repeatedly  in  the  past,  there  have  been 
made  demands  in  other  parts  of  the  country 
that  National  Forest  lands  be  used  to  pay 
for  parks,  or  for  reservoirs,  or  for  highway 
rights-of-way.  Any  and  every  instance  of 
such  a  taking  of  National  Forest  land  makes 
the  later  pressures  that  much  harder  to  re¬ 
sist. 

This  is  why  past  actions  of  Congress  have 
resoundingly  rejected  use  of  National  Forest 
land  for  this  kind  of  trade-off. 

There  are  other  reasons  for  not  appropri¬ 
ating  these  National  Forest  lands  to  pay  for 
the  Park: 

1.  Savings  derived  from  trading  off  the  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  land  would  be  a  small  part  of 
the  total  cost  of  the  proposed  Park.  On  an 
acre-for-acre  basis,  the  value  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  land  in  the  Purchase  Unit,  esti¬ 
mated  at  $25  million,  falls  far  short  of  the 
value  of  the  old-growth  groves  proposed  for 
inclusion  in  the  Park.  This  is  a  very  small 
sum  to  endanger  a  very  basic  principle  of 
conservation. 

2.  The  four  main  companies  involved  do 
not  need  the  limited  acreage  of  land  that 
could  be  made  available  to  them  in  order  to 
continue  operating  for  a  significant  number 
of  years.  The  company  that  would  experience 
the  greatest  impact  could  continue  at  its 
present  rate  of  operation  for  15  years  or 
longer. 

3.  A  move  to  make  these  companies  par¬ 
tially  whole  would  be  at  the  cost  of  with¬ 
drawing  supplies  now  used  by  smaller  opera¬ 
tors  who  buy  the  stumpage  that  would  be 
transferred  to  the  four  larger,  stronger  com¬ 
panies.  In  recent  years,  10  operators  in  the 
area  have  used  the  timber  that  this  action 
would  turn  over  to  only  four  large  companies. 
Thus,  a  trade-off  of  land  would  not  create 
any  new  jobs.  It  would  favor  four  large  com¬ 
panies  at  the  expense  of  10  smaller  ones. 

A  Redwood  National  Park  is  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest.  The  USDA  supports  strongly 
that  objective.  But  a  raid  on  the  National 
Forests  and  the  establishment  of  a  dangerous 
precedent  in  violation  of  longstanding,  sound 
conservation  principles  is  neither  necessary 
nor  wise. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have  just 
had  handed  to  me  a  telegram  from  an¬ 
other  organization,  which  earnestly  ad¬ 
vocates  increasing  the  size  of  the  area. 

In  fact,  I  will  go  so  far  as  to  say  that 
we  have  people  in  this  country  who  would 
like  to  see  it  kept  just  as  Columbus  and 
Leif  Ericson  and  Governor  Bradford  saw 
it  for  the  first  time,  excepting,  of  course, 
for  the  property  they  own  and  live  on. 


I  am  reminded  of  something  someone, 
whom  my  friend  from  California  knew 
very  well,  said  he  did  not  want  to  own 
all  the  land  in  his  State;  he  just  wanted 
the  land  that  adjoined  his.  \ 

We  have  those  in  this  country  who  are 
so  esthetically  inclined  that  they  would 
not  cut  a  tree  anywhere,  and  we  have 
those  who  are  so  monetarily  inclined 
that  they  want  to  cut  everything  that 
would  make  a  2-by-4  stud.  Between  them 
we  have  to  choose. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  understands 
that,  as  Members  of  Congress,  we  first 
of  all  have  to  represent  the  areas  from 
which  we  come,  as  well  as  the  National 
Government.  I  believe  I  am  representing 
the  thoughts  of  many  people  in  the  East, 
and  particularly  in  my  part  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  when  I  say  we  should  not  start  trad¬ 
ing  off  national  forest  areas.  I  do  not  see 
why  we  could  not  pay  cash.  I  mean  pay 
it  over  a  period  of  time.  The  dollar  is  get¬ 
ting  smaller  every  year.  This  property  is 
not  going  to  depreciate  in  value.  In  fact, 
barring  a  worldwide  catastrophe,  I  can¬ 
not  think  of  any  real  estate  in  the  United 
States  that  is  going  to  depreciate  in 
value.  It  is  going  to  increase  in  value.  It 
has  been  increasing  tremendously  in  the 
last  2  or  3  years.  It  seems  to  me  there  is 
not  much  time  to  lose  in  acquiring  for  the 
public  what  we  will  really  need  for  pub¬ 
lic  recreation  and  the  public  welfare. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  could 
not  agree  more  wholeheartedly  with  the 
Senator  from  Vermont.  I  serve  on  the 
Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commis¬ 
sion.  That  is  a  commission,  as  Senators 
know,  which  buys  land  for  conservation 
purposes  from  the  Duck  Stamp  program. 
About  half  the  duties  we  have  are  to  up¬ 
grade  our  parcels  and  estimations,  be¬ 
cause  land  values  continually  increase. 

I  would  like  to  have  everybody  con¬ 
cerned  about  my  position  on  this  bill  go 
back  and  look  into  the  debate  on  the 
Ellsworth  bill. 

I  will  say  to  my  friend  from  Vermont 
that  I  do  not  believe  we  should  buy  rail¬ 
road  rights-of-way  and  highway  rights- 
of-way  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation  dams 
and  Corps  of  Engineers  dams  by  giving 
away  the  national  forests  of  this  country. 
No  one  has  been  more  vehement  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  such  a  proposal  than  I.  This  is  a 
proposal  to  exchange  a  rather  isolated 
forest  for  a  forest  within  the  boundaries 
of  a  proposed  national  park.  This  is  no 
different  from  what  we  do  every  day  in 
authorizing  the  Forest  Service  to  ex¬ 
change  national  forest  land  for  North¬ 
ern  Pacific  land  to  have  some  boundaries 
taken  care  of. 

Right  now  my  colleague  [Mr.  Mans¬ 
field]  and  I  are  trying  to  organize  some 
sort  of  land  exchange  so  we  can  have 
some  Northern  Pacific  land  incorporated 
into  a  primitive  or  wilderness  area  in 
Montana  by  an  exchange  of  national 
forest  land. 

As  I  have  said  many  times,  we  cannot 
exchange  stumps  for  trees  as  far  as  the 
Federal  Government  is  concerned.  This 
time  we  are  exchanging  trees.  We  are  ex¬ 
changing  a  stump  area,  a  log-dump  area, 
and  we  are  gtting  trees  back  in  a  na¬ 
tional  park.  As  long  as  this  Congress  and 
this  administration  read  into  the  bill 
each  time  the  land  exchange,  then,  as 


far  as  I  am  concerned,  there  is  no  danger 
that  the  fears  of  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  will  be  realized,  and  that  we  will  try 
to  buy  our  highways  and  our  Corps  of 
Engineers  projects  by  trading  off  some  of 
our  natural  resources. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  afraid 
I  cannot  agree  that  this  bill  provides  an 
exchange  of  national  forest  land.  It 
seems  to  me  this  is  a  sale  of  national 
forest  land  for  dollars.  The  proposal  is  to 
use  the  dollars  to  buy  other  land  for  the 
redwood  park. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  make  our  ap¬ 
propriations,  we  make  them  for  three 
purposes.  The  first  is  for  the  necessary 
expenses  of  Government,  and  we  cannot 
avoid  that.  The  next  is  as  an  investment 
for  the  acquisition  of  property,  which 
will  increase  in  value.  The  third  purpose 
for  which  we  appropriate  funds  in  Con¬ 
gress  is  the  “rathole.”  There  has  been  an 
exaggerated  emphasis  on  the  “rathole” 
ir.  the  last  few  years,  but  I  look  upon  the 
purchase  of  national  forest  land  as  an 
investment,  because  I  have  seen  such 
land  return  very  fine  dividends  on  the 
initial  cost. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague,  the  chairman  of 
the  Public  Works  Committee,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph]  could  not  be  present  in  the  Cham¬ 
ber  today.  He  has  asked  that  I  submit  his 
statement  so  that  his  views  supporting 
S.  2515  will  be  on  record. 

I  appreciate  his  support.  Particularly 
do  I  believe  significant  his  endorsement 
of  the  committee’s  desire  that  no  road 
or  bridge  be  built  in  the  scenic  corridor 
of  Redwood  Creek.  Our  desire  is  that 
this  portion  of  the  park  can  be  enjoyed 
in  the  quiet  and  solitude  of  the  undis¬ 
turbed  primitive  forest. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Senator 
Randolph's  statement  appear  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Redwood  Creek  Corridor — Statement  by 
Senator  Randolph 

Mr.  President,  I  commend  the  able  senior 
Senator  from  California  and  his  distin¬ 
guished  colleagues  for  their  exhaustive  study 
of  this  complex  and  controversial  problem  of 
preservation  of  the  magnificent  coast  red¬ 
woods.  Committee  Report  No.  641  stands  as 
an  example  of  their  wisdom  and  diligence.  I 
am  of  course  impressed  with  the  grandeur 
and  magnificence  of  these  incomparable 
trees;  I  am  in  complete  agreement  with  my 
distinguished  colleagues  on  the  desirability 
of  incorporating  a  vestige  of  this  magnifi¬ 
cence  in  our  National  Park  system. 

As  Chairman  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  I  have  a  particular  interest  in  the 
road  aspects  of  this  legislation  and  the  com¬ 
mentary  on  roads  in  the  Committee  Report. 
As  outlined  in  the  report;  “The  Acquisition 
of  the  lower  Redwood  Creek  drainage  and  a 
scenic  corridor  down  the  creek  will  allow  out- 
doorsmen  to  enjoy  hiking  or  floating  along 
more  than  8  miles  of  the  length  of  Redwood 
Creek.” 

The  Committee  Report  goes  on  to  say  that 
“in  authorizing  the  acquisition  of  a  corridor 
southward  along  Redwood  Creek  to  the  tall 
trees  unit  and  beyond,  the  committee  in¬ 
tends  to  preserve  the  scenic  and  natural  val¬ 
ues  now  found  along  the  miles  of  creek  bank 
lined  with  virgin  redwoods.  The  committee 
wishes  to  make  clear  its  intention  that  no 
improved  all-weather  road  should  be  built 
in  the  corridor  and  that  no  allweather  or 
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permanent  bridge  spanning  Redwood  Creek 
should  be  built  any  further  than  2  miles 
from  the  confluence  of  Redwood  Creek  and 
Prairie  Creek.  The  purpose  of  the  committee 
including  the  lower  Redwood  Creek  water¬ 
shed  and  the  Redwood  Creek  corridor  would 
be  frustrated  by  overdevelopment  and  inten¬ 
sive  use.” 

I  commend  my  distinguished  colleagues  on 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  for  their  good  judgment-in  determin¬ 
ing  that  this  corridor,  which  I  understand  is 
very  precipitous,  should  remain  unmarred 
by  road  and  bridge  construction  and  by  the 
sights  and  sounds  of  motorized  traffic.  I  as¬ 
sume  the  Committee  intends  that  this  cor¬ 
ridor  is  to  be  enjoyed  by  those  hikers  and 
boaters  who  venture  through  by  trial  and  by 
water  trips  on  Redwood  Creek. 

The  idea  of  providing  a  trial  is  certainly 
desirable,  even  though  it  may  only  be  used 
by  a  small  number  of  people.  Certainly  the 
idea  of  prohibiting  roads  is  desirable  as  a 
means  of  providing  opportunity  for  those  to 
use  the  trail  and  creek  to  get  away  from 
mechanical  means  of  transportation.  To 
these  ends  I  concur  in  the  judgment  of  my 
distinguished  colleagues. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
the  amendment  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  to  prevent  a  trade  in 
national  forest  lands  as  part  of  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  Redwood  National  Park. 
Due  to  the  vision  and  foresight  of  the 
early  pioneers  in  conservation  in  every 
State,  this  Nation  has  a  headstart  on 
dealing  with  the  problems  of  preserving 
and  promoting  our  national  resources  in 
the  face  of  a  burgeoning  population. 

I  am  proud  that  North  Carolina  is 
among  the  leaders  in  planning  and  re¬ 
search  in  conservation.  I  am  proud  also 
that  she  has  contributed  her  share  of 
those  dedicated  men  who  believe  that 
every  generation  holds  the  land  and  re¬ 
sources  in  trust  for  the  future.  Early  in 
this  century,  some  wise  men  saw  the 
threats  to  our  economy  and  to  our  soci¬ 
ety  of  uncontrolled  erosion,  fires,  de¬ 
struction  of  wildlife,  and  poor  land  use. 
They  foresaw  the  effect  of  vanishing  for¬ 
ests  on  an  increasingly  urban  society. 
And  they  sought  to  ward  off  the  day 
when  man  would  be  unable  to  return  to 
the  beauties  and  comforts  of  nature  for 
his  recreation;  when  he  would  be  unable 
to  till  his  land  because  the  topsoil  was 
lost;  when  he  no  longer  had  pure  water 
to  drink. 

The  national  forest  system,  in  cooper¬ 
ation  with  the  State  systems,  has  played 
a  substantial  role  in  dispelling  this  grim 
threat  to  our  national  well-being.  In 
North  Carolina  alone  the  national  forest 
lands,  including  purchase  units  and  ex¬ 
perimental  land,  amount  to  1,124,470 
acres. 

These  lands,  managed  under  multiple- 
purpose  plans  help  provide  watershed 
protection,  recreation,  and  wildlife.  In 
jobs  and  products  yield  they  contribute 
to  the  economies  of  the  States  and  coun¬ 
ties  in  which  they  are  located.  In  their 
natural  beauty  they  promote  the  spiritual 
well-being  of  the  residents  of  those  areas 
and  of  those  who  drive  many  miles  to 
partake  of  their  beauty. 

North  Carolina  has  been  bountifully 
blessed,  I  believe,  above  all  States  in  this 
respect.  The  Charokee,  Croatan,  Nana- 
tahala,  Pisgah,  and  the  Uwharrie  Na¬ 
tional  Forests,  and  the  Nanatahala  and 
Yadkin  purchase  units  are  breathtaking 
testimony  to  this  truth. 


As  our  cities  expand,  as  our  rural  areas 
become  congested,  as  our  Nation  grows, 
these  forest  lands  are  America’s  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  future.  I  see  no  compelling 
reason  at  this  point  in  our  history  to 
start  trading  them  off.  Once  the  process 
is  started,  the  movement  will  be  difficult 
to  control.  The  estimated  saving  on  this 
one  project  will  not  be  worth  the  cost  to 
all  our  people. 

In  the  primeval  acreage  of  the  Nana¬ 
tahala  National  Forest  stands  a  me¬ 
morial  to  the  poet,  Joyce  Kilmer,  who 
understood  so  well  what  all  of  us  today 
should  remember.  Men  may  pass  all  sorts 
of  laws,  but  “only  God  can  make  a  tree.” 

I  believe  Congress  should  not  grant 
authority  to  trade  redwood  lands  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
for  private  lands;  therefore,  I  support 
the  Anderson  amendment. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
congratulate  the  great  service  that  has 
been  performed  by  Senators  Kuchel  and 
Jackson  in  bringing  before  the  full  Sen¬ 
ate  a  bill  to  create  a  Redwoods  National 
Park.  I  know  of  no  conservation  matter 
which  is  of  greater  importance  than  the 
proper  preservation  of  the  magnificent 
redwoods  in  our  country. 

During  the  consideration  of  this  bill  by 
the  full  Interior  Committee,  I  expressed 
certain  reservation  to  my  fellow  commit¬ 
tee  members  regarding  the  total  cost  of 
the  legislation  which  is  now  before  us. 
I  made  the  point  in  committee  which  met 
with  immediate  approval  of  fellow  com¬ 
mittee  members,  that  it  would  be  ex¬ 
tremely  unwise  for  us  to  place  an  un¬ 
realistic  estimate  of  costs  in  the  present 
bill.  To  be  unrealistic  now  with  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  appropriation  section 
would  only  subject  us  to  possible  em¬ 
barrassment  and  difficulty  in  the  future. 

I  have  been  assured  by  members  of  the 
committee  and  their  staff,  who  are  much 
more  knowledgeable  on  this  question  than 
I  am,  that  the  authorization  for  appro¬ 
priation  section  in  the  present  bill  is  a 
realistic  figure  and  that  if  redwood  legis¬ 
lation  can  be  speedily  passed  by  both 
Houses  the  total  costs  for  land  acquisition 
wlli  not  exceed  the  amount  as  stated  in 
the  bill. 

On  the  other  hand,  since  the  Interior 
Committee  reported  the  bill,  interested 
persons  have  presented  a  somewhat 
different  point  of  view  than  was  taken  by 
the  Interior  Committee  in  its  final  mark¬ 
up  session.  Mr.  Robert  Dehlendorf,  the 
president  of  Areata  National  Corp.,  has 
spoken  to  myself  and  my  staff  several 
times  concerning  the  evaluation  of  the 
redwood  properties  encompassed  by  S. 
2515.  Mr.  Dehlendorf  has  indicated  that 
cursory  evaluations  of  his  company’s 
property  show  that  their  value  exceeds 
the  amounts  authorized  by  the  Interior 
Committee. 

Without  presuming  to  make  my  judg¬ 
ment  on  these  conflicting  points  of  view 
and  reiterating  that  I  have  no  personal 
experience  in  the  question  of  valuation 
which  is  before  us,  I  simply  ask  that  an 
outline  provided  by  the  Areata  National 
Corp.  which  states  their  interpretation 
of  the  cost  implications  of  S.  2515  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point.  My 
purpose  in  submitting  this  information 
is  only  to  show  that  there  is  not  unanim¬ 
ity  regarding  the  values  in  this  case. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  outline 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

COST  IMPLICATIONS  OF  S.  2515,  REDWOOD  NATIONAL 
PARK  BILL 

I.  TIMBER  AND  LAND  ACQUISITION  COSTS  ARE  HIGHER 
THAN  SENATE  COMMITTEE  ESTIMATES 
|ln  millions] 


Amount 


(a)  Senate  Interior  Committee  estimates  (sec.  6  of 


S.  2515) . $100 

(b)  Actual  costs  (based  on  actual  timber  inventories 

and  actual  current  timber  market  values  of  4 
companies) . 160 

(c)  Actual  costs,  plus  additional  costs  resulting  from 

cessation  of  operations  by  Areata  Redwood  Co. 

(includes  timber,  land,  and  physical  facilities  of 
company).. . . . 206 

If  the  purchase  unit  exchange  of  Forest  Service  lands  is 
stricken  from  the  Senate  bill,  this  will  force  an  addi¬ 
tional  company,  Rellim  Redwood  Co.,  to  cease 
operations: 

(d)  The  total  cost  of  S.  2515  would  then  increase  to...  269 


II.  IMPACT  OF  S.  2515 


Total 

acreage 

Old 

growth 
acreage 
included 
in  total 

(a)  S.  2515  will  add: 

From  redwood  industry _ 

From  other  private  holdings _ 

27, 679 
5,310 

12, 620 
285 

Total. . 

32, 989 

12,905 

(b)  To  presently  preserved  lands: 

State  redwood  parks . 

Other  Federal  and  State  coast 
redwood  forest  lands _ 

107, 458 

136, 000 

59, 000 

(>) 

Total . . . . 

243, 458 

J  59, 000 

i  Not  available, 
s  Minimum. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  In  dealing  with  costs  of 
such  magnitude  it  would  appear  to  me 

to  be  advisable  to  set  an  authorization 
ceiling  at  the  latest  possible  time  before 
the  President  affixes  his  signature.  I  am 
aware  that  the  Senate  Interior  Commit¬ 
tee  has  wrestled  with  the  extremely  dif¬ 
ficult  problem  of  escalating  land  values 
for  many  years.  It  would  be  more  real¬ 
istic  to  leave  the  authorization  open 
ended.  The  Government’s  experience 
would  confirm  the  soundness  of  such  a 
position. 

With  these  reservations,  I  warmly  sup¬ 
port  S.  2515  and  congratulate  once  again 
the  splendid  work  that  has  been  done 
by  its  principal  proponents. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absenee  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  before 
stating  my  views  in  respect  to  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  S.  2215,  I  first  wish  to  pay  trib¬ 
ute  to  the  committee  chairman  and  the 
ranking  minority  member.  As  a  member 
of  the  committee  I  appreciate  fully  the 
leadership  they  have  again  shown  in 
steering  this  extremely  complex  and 
controversial  conservation  legislation 
through  the  legislative  process.  I  share 
the  pride  of  my  colleagues  and  of  all 
Americans  in  our  unique  and  magnificent 
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national  park  system.  I,  too,  believe  a 
redwood  park  will  be  a  very  appropriate 
and  outstanding  addition  to  the  system. 
It  is  fitting  that  the  American  people 
have  this  park;  they  have  strongly  ex¬ 
pressed  their  desire  for  it.  In  this  in¬ 
stance,  we  are  confronted  with  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  how  to  create  a  worthwhile  red¬ 
wood  national  park  while  at  the  same 
time  doing  everything  possible  to  mini¬ 
mize  problems  for  the  local  citizens.  We 
have  a  corollary  problem  of  avoiding 
waste  of  the  taxpayers’  dollars,  especially 
so  in  these  troubled  times. 

The  central  questions  before  us  are 
how  large  a  park  is  needed  and  what 
specific  lands  must  be  included  to  ade¬ 
quately  represent  the  redwoods  in  the 
national  park  system?  The  administra¬ 
tion  feels  that  a  4 1,000 -acre  park  would 
be  adequate.  The  committee  is  suggest¬ 
ing  66,000  acres.  Either  size  would  be 
adequate. 

But  size  is.  not  so  vexing  a  problem  as 
is  the  question  over  which  specific  lands 
shall  fall  within  the  park.  The  committee 
report  says: 

The  Committee  believes  that  no  company 
which  has  a  genuine  interest  in  staying  in 
the  redwood  timber  business  will  be  obliged 
to  cease  operations  as  a  result  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  S.  2515. 

Yet,  I  have  before  me  a  copy  of  a  letter 
from  Mr.  Robert  O.  Dehlendorf,  EE,  presi¬ 
dent  of  Areata  National  Corp.,  which  very 
clearly  states  that  the  Areata  Redwood 
Co.  division  of  his  firm  will  be  forced  out 
of  business,  throwing  several  hundred 
men  out  of  work.  Let  me  just  paraphrase 
the  highlights  of  that  letter. 

First,  he  states  that  the  mill  facilities 
of  the  company  would  be  physically  iso¬ 
lated  by  park  boundaries  from  all  timber 
lands  remaining  in  its  ownership. 

He  also  says  that  even  if  it  had  access 
to  remaining  timberlands,  Areata  would 
be  forced  to  employ  very  costly  uphill 
logging  techniques — three  to  four  times 
more  costly  than  at  present.  Economical 
downhill  logging  would  be  prohibited  by 
park  boundaries  established  under  S. 
2515. 

Third,  even  if  it  had  access  to  its  re¬ 
maining  timberlands,  the  sharp  reduc¬ 
tion  in  acreage  owned  by  the  company 
would  force  it  to  operate  its  facilities  at 
only  25  percent  of  capacity. 

Fourth,  under  S.  2515,  Areata  would 
lose  all  of  the  cutover  and  second  growth 
timber  lands  it  requires  to  support  con¬ 
tinuous,  long-term  operations  under 
sound  forest  management  practices. 

Finally,  he  says  that  an  alternative  to 
continuing  operations  at  25  percent  of 
capacity  would  be  to  operate  the  Areata 
facilities  at  100  percent  of  capacity  for 
only  10  years,  and  then  to  cease  opera¬ 
tions.  If  this  course  of  action  were  pur¬ 
sued,  the  impact  on  Arcata’s  operations 
would  also  be  severe:  Arcata’s  skilled 
employees  would  seek  other  employment 
knowing  that  the  company’s  “life”  is  lim¬ 
ited,  and  Arcata’s  wholesale  distributors 
would  turn  to  competitors  who  could  as¬ 
sure  them  of  continuous,  long-term  sup¬ 
ply  of  lumber  products. 

We  should  all  realize  that  the  land- 
owners  will  be  paid  for  their  property. 
But  the  wage  earners  dependent  on  this 
industry  that  will  be  cast  adrift  receive 


no  compensation.  Many  have  questioned 
if  adequate  consideration  has  been  given 
to  eliminating  the  13,000-acre  block  in 
the  Lost  Man  Creek  and  Redwood  Creek 
areas.  I  have  been  assured  that  this 
would  permit  the  Areata  Co.  to  continue 
in  business.  This  action,  they  say,  would 
reduce  the  cost  of  the  park  from  the  more 
than  $200  million  estimated  by  the  com¬ 
panies  to  around  $70  million.  This  cost 
could  be  halved  by  exchanging  the  north¬ 
ern  redwood  purchase  unit  lands  for 
private  lands  taken  into  the  park.  The 
result  would  be  a  50,000  acre  park,  which 
is  10,000  acres  more  than  the  adminis¬ 
tration  said,  was  adequate,  but  at  a  cost 
of  only  about  a  quarter  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  in  S.  2515.  Further,  the  very  vexing 
questions — and  potential  high  costs — of 
in  lieu  taxes  and  economic  assistance  for 
local  people  and  communities  would  be 
avoided,  for  as  I  understand  no  com¬ 
panies  would  be  forced  out  of  business 
and  the  impact  of  local  tax  losses  re¬ 
duced.  In  short,  we  would  be  creating  an 
outstanding  redwood  national  park  at  a 
reasonable  cost  without  adding  further 
woes  to  an  area  already  classed  as 
depressed. 

Now  the  question  may  properly  arise: 
Would  not  this  change  take  out  the  so- 
called  tall  trees  area  on  Redwood  Creek, 
which  many  people  have  favored  includ¬ 
ing  in  a  Redwood  National  Park?  Reports 
indicate  that  the  location  of  the  world’s 
tallest  trees  at  this  moment  has  not  been 
definitely  ascertained.  Just  last  week  in 
Eureka,  Calif.,  Dr.  Randolph  Becking 
announced  that  a  tree  18  feet  taller  than 
the  currently  accepted  record  holder  lies 
outside  the  park  boundaries  proposed  in 
S.  2515.  In  the  interest  of  resolving  this 
unsettled  matter  of  the  location  of  the 
world’s  tallest  trees,  I  respectfully  suggest 
that  a  survey  should  be  undertaken  by 
the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  determine 
the  location  and  height  of  a  number  of 
coast  redwood  trees  which  might,  in  fact, 
be  the  tallest.  This  study  should  be  under¬ 
taken  before  we  spend  many  millions  of 
dollars  for  this  particular  piece  of  pro¬ 
posed  national  park. 

I  intend  to  vote  for  S.  2515.  I  do  so 
because  I  think  passage  of  this  bill  will 
do  much  to  bring  the  Congress  closer  to 
agreement  on  authorization  of  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park.  I  trust,  however, 
that  Senator  Murphy’s  reservations  and 
my  reservations  to  S.  2515  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  House  Interior  Committee 
when  it  takes  up  the  redwoods  bill  next 
session. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke] 
without  losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


S 1559§/ 

THE  SECRETARY  OF  STATE  SHOULD 

APPEAR  BEFORE  COMMITTEE  ON 

FOREIGN  RELATIONS  / 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President;  today, 
Secretary  of  State  Rusk  appealed  before 
the  student  body  of  Indiana- “University. 
Last  night,  he  appeared  )h  Columbus, 
Ind.  In  both  instances  he  appeared  to 
discuss  the  question  of  yietnam. 

On  October  10,  on/the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  I  raised  the  ^question  as  to  why 
the  Secretary  of  State  has  not  met  in 
public  with  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations.  I  said  at  that  time 
that  if  he  has  been  invited  and  does  not 
wish  to  appear,  the  time  for  committee 
insistence  US  long  overdue. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign-Relations  appeared  on  the  floor 
of  the/Senate  at  that  time  and  gave  a 
record  of  the  requests  for  the  appear¬ 
ance  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  at  no 
time  during  1967  has  the  Secretary  of 
State  agreed  or  been  willing  to  appear 
'before  the  duly  elected  Members  of  the 
Senate  and  their  representatives  on  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  to  discuss 
the  vital  issue  of  Vietnam. 

On  October  24,  I  repeated  the  entire 
question  concerning  the  appearance  of 
the  Secretary  of  State,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  on  October  10  he  had  given  a 
press  conference  in  which  he  made  a 
statement  to  the  effect  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  appear  before  the  klieg  lights 
and  answer  questions  to  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee.  But  the  Secretary 
of  State  finds  it  appropriate  to  choose 
his  own  forum,  to  set  up  his  own  props, 
to  turn  on  his  own  klieg  lights,  and  to 
make  any  statements  he  wishes,  without 
the  opportunity  of  any  Member  of  the 
Senate  to  question  him,  under  our  duly 
elective  processes. 

I  believe  that  every  American  is  in¬ 
terested  in  such  an  appearance.  I  believe 
that  any  parent  or  a  prospective  parent 
whose  child  will  reach  the  age  of  18 
within  the  next  20  years,  which  is  now 
the  stated  time  it  is  anticipated  that 
this  war  will  last,  will  have  a  vital  in¬ 
terest  in  what  the  Secretary  of  State 
has  to  say. 

We  use  the  USIA  to  make  statements 
to  the  world  that  we  are  a  democratic 
\pciety.  We  complain  about  the  fact  that 
President  Thieu  and  his  Vice  President, 
AirSForce  General  Ky,  will  not  confront 
the  press  and  will  not  appear  before  the 
American  press.  Yet,  we  see  the  situa¬ 
tion  inSAmerica  in  which  a  member  of 
the  President’s  Cabinet,  who  is  not  an 
elected  official,  refuses  to  appear  before 
the  elected\fflcials  of  his  own  country 
and  refuses  th  appear  before  the  body, 
the  U.S.  Senate,  which  under  the  Con¬ 
stitution  has  theSresponsibility  of  advis¬ 
ing  and  consenting  on  the  question  of 
foreign  affairs.  Although  in  other  demo¬ 
cratic  societies  the  'trime  Minister  is 
held  to  account  in  pumic  session  before 
the  elected  members  of \he  parliament, 
this  process  has  been  ignored  in  this 
country.  \ 

I  believe  that  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  should  insist  now.  that  the 
Secretary  of  State  should  appeat  before 
them  and  answer  in  public  session  the 
questions  which  are  on  the  mincks  of 
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the  American  people  and  on  the  minds 
of  \he  members  of  the  committee. 

mA  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  glad 
that  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has  made 
this  statement.  I  should  like  to  have  his 
attention\for  a  moment.  I  completely 
agree  witnShim. 

I  have  already  expressed  myself  to  the 
Committee  on\Foreign  Relations,  as  a 
member  of  thak  committee,  along  the 
same  lines  as  stated  by  the  Senator  from 
Indiana. 

I  say  to  the  American  people  that  if 
the  Secretary  of  StateNs  allowed  by  the 
President  of  the  Urdted  TStates  to  get  by 
with  this  flouting  of  a  legislative  com¬ 
mittee  of  Congress,  we  have  taken  an¬ 
other  long  stride  down  the  road  in  this 
country  toward  government  bjNexecutive 
supremacy.  This  is  a  challenges  in  my 
judgment,  to  our  constitutional  system 
of  three  coordinate  and  coequal  branch¬ 
es  of  government,  with  each  branch  mov¬ 
ing  a  check  on  the  other  two. 

I  speak  most  respectfully,  but  I  sa; 
that  in  my  judgment  the  President  of 
the  United  States  owes  it  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  to  make  clear  to  his  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  that  when  a  legislative 
committee  requests  that  the  Secretary 
come  before  that  committee  to  report 
and  to  answer  questions,  he  either 
should  come  or  should  send  in  his 
resignation. 

In  my  judgment,  it  is  not  safe,  in  this 
Republic,  to  permit  any  member  of  the 
Cabinet  to  take  the  position  that  he  can 
thwart  and  flout  and  defy  a  legislative 
committee  of  Congress.  After  all,  we  sit 
here  as  the  checkers,  so  to  speak,  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  people,  exercising  the  check- 
and-balance  system  against  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government. 

The  Secretary  of  State  knows  very 
well  that  when  he  appears  before  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  any 
question  is  put  to  him  that  in  his  judg¬ 
ment  should  be  answered  in  executive 
session  because  the  question — unknown 
to  the  questioner,  or  know  to  the  ques¬ 
tioner — may  involve  the  security  of  the 
Republic,  all  he  need  to  do  is  say,  “I 
want  to  say  to  the  committee  I’ll  be  very 
glad  to  answer  that  question  in  executive 
session,  because  it  involves  certain  mat¬ 
ters  that  I  think  involve  the  security  o: 
the  Republic,  and  therefore  we  should 
not  make  that  information  availably to 
potential  enemies.”  This  has  been /Gone 
time  and  time  again  throughout  tj/le  his' 
tory  of  the  Republic. 

In  my  discussion  of  this  master  before 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  I 
asked  that  a  memorandum/be  prepared 
by  the  staff — and  it  will  he  prepared — to 
go  back  to  World  War  A.  In  the  midst 
of  that  war,  the  Secretary  of  State  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  time  and/time  again  to  report, 
through  the  committee,  to  the  people  of 
this  country  in /regard  to  the  questions 
that  the  members  of  the  committee  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the/Secretary  of  State. 

So  far  aS  I  am  concerned,  this  is  a 
challenge  to  representative  government 
that  has  been  laid  down  by  the  Secretary 
°f  State.  He  happens  to  be  an  officer  of 
the  president  of  the  United  States,  and 
therefore  the  American  people  are  en¬ 
titled  to  find  out  from  the  President 
whether  he  will  stand  by  and  permit  a 


member  of  the  Cabinet  to  flaunt  what  I 
consider  to  be  the  very  basis  of  our  sys¬ 
tem  of  representative  government.  Rep¬ 
resentative  government  does  not  mean 
government  by  executive  supremacy.  It 
does  not  mean  that  the  Government  be 
at  the  whim  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 
The  American  people  need  to  see  to  it 
that  these  checks  are  maintained  in  their 
own  national  interest. 

If  any  Senator  in  a  public  hearing 
with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  any  way 
violates  his  prerogatives,  there  will  be 
other  members  of  the  committee  to  pro¬ 
ceed  at  once  to  protect  the  public  in¬ 
terest. 

But  the  issue  is  simple  as  far  as  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  is  con¬ 
cerned  :  whether  or  not  we  have  reached 
the  point  in  this  country  where  the  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  executive  branch  of 
Government  can,  in  effect,  tell  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  or  a  legisla¬ 
tive  committee  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  that  there  is  a  hot  place 
vto  which  it  can  go,  although  he  does  not 
igage  in  those  semantics.  There  is  no 
qilestion  about  what  we  are  being  told 
by  khe  Secretary  of  State. 

In  lny  judgment  he  should  be  either  re 
quiredNby  the  President  to  come  before 
the  legislative  committee  in  a  public 
hearing  tcV  respond  to  the  questions  that 
the  committee  puts  to  him,  or  wVshould 
have  a  new  Secretary  of  Stateyl  believe 
we  should  havfc  had  a  new  Secretary  of 
State  a  long  time  ago.  If  tb/t  had  been 
the  case,  in  my  \pinion  jfe  would  not 
be  involved  in  the\ay  ip  which  we  are 
already  involved. 

All  this  Secretary  oKState  is  doing,  in 
effect,  is  continuing  the  policies  of  a  John 
Foster  Dulles.  Do  npf  forget  he  was  one  of 
the  associates  oF  John  Foster  Dulles. 
History  will  recora  that  what  jR)hn  Foster 
Dulles  was  seejang  to  do  was  t\put  us  in 
a  permanent  military  posture  \n  Asia. 
That  is  whofe  this  mass  retaliationnolicy 
came  frqih.  That  Secretary  of  'State 
wanted  Ao  involve  us  in  the  Indochina 
war. 

With  respect  to  all  of  this  talk  an< 
St^te  Department  propaganda  about 
containing  China,  we  cannot  contain 
Jhina  in  the  sense  that  the  Secretary  of 
'State  is  talking  about,  because  if  you  are 
going  to  contain  China,  according  to  the 
Rusk  theory,  you  are  going  to  contain 
her  militarily. 

I  want  to  warn  the  American  people 
before  it  is  too  late  that  we  cannot  police 
Asia  or  set  ourselves  up  as  the  military 
policeman  of  Asia,  for  we  will  isolate  the 
rest  of  the  world  against  us.  The  rest  of 
the  world  knows  what  it  will  lead  to 
eventually :  war  with  China.  If  she  moves 
against  us  in  Asia  we  will  have  to  have 
the  manpower  to  meet  her  in  Asia,  and 
you  will  not  do  it  with  nuclear  bombing 
because  that  will  not  only  endanger  a 
nuclear  war  but  also  nuclear  bombing  in 
Asia  will  endanger  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
Americans  in  the  United  States. 

That  is  why  I  have  pointed  out  on.  this 
floor  that  we  had  better  talk  to  the  phys¬ 
icists  and  nuclear  scientists.  If  you  drop 
a  hydrogen  bomb  today  on  Peking,  it  is 
only  a  matter  of  not  so  many  hours 
before  that  fallout  hits  the  west  coast, 
and  some  say  it  could  go  all  the  way  to 
the  Middle  East,  beyond  Chicago,  with 


the  devastating  loss  of  lives.  That  is  my 
answer  to  the  hydrogen  bomb  boys. 

With  respect  to  these  super-hawl^, 
who  think  what  we  should  do,  irresr 
tive  of  the  morality  or  immorality, yfe  to 
bomb  China,  what  are  we  thinking  of? 
What  has  happened  to  us  that  We  have 
developed  this  lack  of  responsibility? 

I  would  think  that,  when  these  hawks 
walk  into  their  churches  cm  Sundays, 
their  church  pews  woulcr  melt  under 
them  because  of  the  course  of  action 
they  are  advocating  with  regard  to  the 
immoral  course  of  action  they  urge  us  to 
follow  in  respect  to  tile  crisis  in  Vietnam. 

I  wish  to  thank  me  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  for  laying  it  on  the  line  again  and 
making  perfectly  clear  that  we  have  to 
stand  up  and /be  counted  in  support  of 
a  continuation  of  our  system  of  repre¬ 
sentative  government.  You  do  not  have 
this  system  of  representative  government 
if  you  permit  any  Cabinet  officer — and 
he  is  me  only  one  that  I  know  of — to 
take  this  position  and  to  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate/'T  will  not  appear  in  public  hearings 
nre  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
fons.”  He  is  willing  to  appear  before 
'press  conferences.  Of  course,  he  is  not 
subject  there  to  the  questioning  of  Sena¬ 
tors.  He  is  willing  to  appear  where  he 
thinks  he  can  rim  the  show. 

He  has  always  been  dealt  with  cour¬ 
teously,  and  he  should  be  dealt  with 
courteously  and  with  propriety  before 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations.  I 
hope  my  President  will  make  clear  to  the 
Secretary  of  State  without  further  delay 
that,  when  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  asks  him  to  come  before  it  and 
testify  in  public,  that  is  where  he  will  be. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  for  his  eloquent  statement. 

The  whole  question  here  presented 
by  the  Secretary  of  State  is  a  question 
of  oversimplification  on  his  part.  He 
wants  to  oversimplify  everything  in  the 
record.  He  has  said  that  it  is  a  matter 
of  detail. 

I  think  it  is  obvious  from  Secretary 
Rusk’s  record  of  the  past,  and  his  recent 
statements  that  he  is  afflicted  with  a  kind 
if  Sinophobia.  It  is  obvious  that  he  is 
icturing  and  shaping  our  policy  with 
allSits  massive  consequences  in  terms  of 
his  Sflnophobia. 

I  grant  that  China  is  a  problem  for 
the  Umted  States,  but  it  will  take  the 
best  and  inost  careful  analysis  and  policy 
planning;  \not  the  easy  psychological 
warfare  that  he  is  trying  to  hand  out 
when  he  hasVtis  own  klieg  lights,  and 
yet  refuses  to 'appear  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  which  t\e  Senator  from  Oregon 
is  a  member. 

I  ask  that  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
transmit  to  the  committee  of  which  he 
is  a  member,  and  to  tne  chairman,  the 
urgency  that  the  constitutional  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Secretary  oiSState,  as  the 
representative  of  the  President,  to  ap¬ 
pear  before  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  should  be  insisted  uphp  forth¬ 
with. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  sure  the  Commit^ 
tee  on  Foreign  Relations  is  already  ’ 
aware  of  the  point  of  view  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Indiana  has  expressed. 
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October  31,  1967 

REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  authorize  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  State  of  California  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
discuss  now  the  pending  bill  before  the 
Senate,  the  Redwood  National  Park  bill. 
I  wish  to  express,  as  a  Senator  from  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  my  very  deep  appre¬ 
ciation  and  thanks  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  for 
the  introduction  of  this  bill.  I  wish  to  say 
to  both  of  them  that  I  think  it  will  be¬ 
come  one  of  the  legislative  monuments, 
for  your  record  in  the  Senate  will  remain 
known  in  American  history  for  a  long 
time  to  come  because  this  is  a  sound  con¬ 
servation  program  in  the  best  sense  of 
the  word  conservation. 

I  rise  only  to  associate  myself  with 
your  objectives,  and  this  is  not  the  first 
time  we  have  all  stood  together  on  sound 
conservation  programs.  I  think  what  you 
are  doing  here  will  be  remembered  by 
future  generations  of  American  boys  and 
girls  as  they  are  allowed  to  enjoy  the 
great  cathedral  which  you  propose  by 
this  legislation  to  set  up. 

Therefore,  I  say,  Mr.  President,  that  I 
think  this  is  long-overdue  legislation 
which  proposes  to  create  a  cathedral  to 
the  Lord  out  of  one  of  His  most  magnifi¬ 
cent  wonders. 

I  regret  that  some  segments  of  the  tim¬ 
ber  industry  oppose  this  vital  bill.  Com¬ 
ing  from  the  State  which  leads  America 
in  the  production  of  forest  products,  po¬ 
litical  discretion  should  dictate  that  I 
oppose  this  bill.  I  would  not  be  true  to 
my  trust  if  I  did  not  support  this  leg¬ 
islation.  It  has  my  full  support  with  one 
exception — the  exchange  provision — 
which  I  shall  discuss  shortly. 

I  shall  not  detain  the  Senate  long,  but 
because  of  the  importance  of  the  forest 
products  industry  and  forestry  in  Ore¬ 
gon,  certain  compelling  facts  of  life  need 
to  be  stated. 

Since  I  have  been  in  the  Senate  I  have 
championed  increased  expenditures  for 
access  roads,  stepped  up  reforestation 
and  timber  stand  improvement,  tree 
genetic  research,  forest  insect  and  disease 
control  actions,  forest  fire  control,  re¬ 
search  and  practical  applications  of 
aerial  and  helicopter  logging,  plus  efforts 
to  expand  forest  products  research  as  an 
aid  to  increased  forest  utilization. 

The  forest  has  great  commercial  util¬ 
ity  and  we  have  an  obligation  to  go  into 
the  forest  on  a  sane  and  scientific  basis 
to  extract  its  crop  of  wood.  I  am  proud 
of  my  constant  support  for  sound  com¬ 
mercial  use  of  the  forest  resource. 

But  the  forest  has  uses  and  values 
other  than  timber.  Therefore,  I  have 
urged  and  supported  activities  to  protect 
the  clear  water  the  forests  nurture  and 
yield,  the  wildlife  and  fish  they  produce, 
and  the  great  recreation,  wilderness  and 
esthetic  values  our  forests  possess. 

Foresters — and  it  is  the  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice  that  has  led,  starting  with  Gifford 
Pinchot — foresters  have  devised  two 
great  concepts  of  conservation  manage¬ 
ment — multiple  use  and  sustained  yield. 
Fifty  years  ago  and  even  less,  commercial 


timber  men  opposed  these  concepts.  To¬ 
day,  more  and  more  timber  companies 
embrace  them. 

Our  great  public  forests — the  national 
forests  and  the  other  public  forests  such 
as  the  Interior  Department’s  O.  &  C. 
lands  in  Oregon,  have  long  been  under 
sustained  yield  and  multiple  use. 

There  are  some,  however,  who  have 
urged  stepping  up  the  public  forest’s  al¬ 
lowable  cuts  beyond  the  sustained  yield 
presently  obtainable  at  current  levels 
of  knowledge. 

I  think  it  is  time,  however,  that  we  in 
the  Congress  who  have  established  under 
law  in  our  national  forests  these  proven 
policies  of  sustained  yield  and  multiple 
use,  recognize  what  we  have  really  li¬ 
censed.  We  have  licensed  a  policy  of 
perpetual  yield  but  this  does  not  mean, 
in  my  State  of  Oregon  for  example,  re¬ 
placing  the  giant  400 -year-old  Douglas- 
fir  that  is  6  or  8  feet  in  diameter  and  over 
200  feet  tall  with  a  tree  of  like  size.  No 
indeed — we  are  replacing  these  trees  with 
young,  fast-growing  forests  that  will  be 
harvested  when  the  tree  is  70  to  90  years 
old  and  maybe  20  inches  in  diameter. 

The  significance  of  this  fact  is  that  we 
are  going  to  preserve — and  I  use  that 
word  advisedly — we  are  going  to  preserve 
the  forest  primeval,  nature’s  forest — 
God’s  forest — only  through  the  concept 
of  publicly  supported  multiple  use  in  the 
public’s  national  forests  or  in  our  na¬ 
tional  parks. 

It  simply  cannot  be  expected  that  the 
commercial  timber  companies  can  apply 
the  concept  of  sustained  yield  on  an 
economic  basis  to  grow  and  maintain  a 
400-year-old  Douglas-fir  or  an  800-year 
or  1,000-year-old  redwood. 

It  is  being  done  in  the  national  forests 
only  under  the  concept  of  multiple  use — 
by  setting  land  aside  in  wilderness,  in 
natural  areas,  in  research  plots,  or  in 
scenic  strips  where  these  great  old  trees 
are  kept  under  careful  supervision. 

With  the  public  forests  committed  to 
sustained  yield  under  shorter  harvest 
cycles,  any  careful  examination  of  the 
commercial  private  forests  that  are  also 
under  sustained  yield  will  show  that  they 
to  are  on  this  same  shorter  commercial 
harvest  basis. 

I  have  been  deluged  with  pronounce¬ 
ments  that  the  private  redwood  forests 
are  managed  on  the  sustained  yield 
principle,  and  perhaps  they  are,  but  I 
want  to  make  it  clear  that  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  who  supports  sus¬ 
tained  yield  for  public  and  private  com¬ 
mercial  forests  knows  just  what  it  is. 

Redwoods  extend  from  a  small  volume 
in  Curry  County,  Oreg.,  along  the  Pacific 
coast  to  just  south  of  San  Francisco.  In 
a  century  they  have  been  logged  so  ex¬ 
tensively  that  they  are  threatened  with 
extinction  not  as  a  species  but  as  na¬ 
tural  examples  in  their  ecological  com¬ 
munity  of  one  of  the  Lord’s  great  gifts  to 
man — the  giant  redwood  forest. 

For  my  part,  I  do  not  want  to  see  these 
magnificent  redwood  trees  cut  for  patio 
furniture. 

The  giant  redwoods  we  preserve  now 
are  the  only  ones  that  will  be  preserved. 
Even  if  the  entire  redwood  industry  goes 
on  a  sustained  yield  program,  and  it  is 
not,  it  will  not  be  growing  these  legend¬ 


ary  giants  that  our  generation  has 
inherited. 

The  case  for  this  bill  is  overwhelming. 
We  have  so  few  tracts  of  primeval  red¬ 
woods  left.  Its  passage  will  in  no  real  sub¬ 
stantial  way  diminish  the  availability  of 
prime  timber-growing  forest  land  which 
can  be  made  to  produce  crop  after  crop 
of  useful  wood  in  70-  to  90-year  cycles. 

We  do  not  have  to  gut  the  redwood 
forest,  to  bespoil  the  redwood  forest  land 
in  California,  in  order  to  assure  an  ade¬ 
quate  lumber  supply  for  the  future. 

In  my  judgment,  the  committee  has 
produced  a  bill  with  a  reasonable  acreage 
of  prime  old  growth  redwoods  in  a  setting 
that  will  assure  that  both  their  esthetic 
and  scientific  values  will  be  preserved  for 
every  generation  that  will  follow.  The 
committee  has  made  a  reasonable  com¬ 
promise  of  the  commercial  interest,  the 
profit  motive,  and  the  public  interest. 

ONE  AMENDMENT  NEEDED 

I  support  the  amendment  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son],  which  would  strike  out  on  lines 
19  through  21  on  page  3  the  words:  “or 
any  federally  owned  property  he  may 
designate  within  the  Northern  Redwood 
Purchase  Unit  in  Del  Norte  County,  Cali¬ 
fornia.” 

For  my  part,  I  would  prefer  that  the 
bill  had  no  timberland  exchange  op¬ 
portunities  whatsoever  in  it.  Exchanges 
of  public  timberland  now  under  sus¬ 
tained  yield  management  on  lands  under 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  jurisdic¬ 
tion  are  not  planned  if  policy  enuncia¬ 
tions  made  earlier  by  the  present  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  remain. 

Let  me  digress  here  to  say — which  I 
shall  point  out  in  greater  detail  later — 
that  we  have  had  every  reason  to  believe 
that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was 
against  land  exchanges,  and  we  have 
every  reason  to  believe  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  has  been  on  record 
against  land  exchanges  in  this  area.  I 
assume  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  Secretary  of  State  do  not  speak 
without  administration  approval.  In  con¬ 
sidering  this  bill,  I  do  not  think  that  we 
should  make  the  mistake  of  underwriting 
land  exchanges.  It  has  been  one  of  the 
most  difficult,  one  of  the  hardest,  and 
one  of  the  toughest  issues  which  has  con¬ 
fronted  us  for  years  in  the  Senate  in 
regard  to  the  conservation  of  our  natural 
resources. 

I  have  been  criticized  in  my  State,  from 
time  to  time,  because  I  have  stood  ada¬ 
mantly  against  land  exchanges,  at  least 
the  kind  of  land  exchanges  which  have 
been  proposed  to  date.  I  am  very  wary,  let 
me  say,  of  the  land  exchange  provision 
to  which  I  have  just  referred  on  page  3 
of  the  bill,  and  I  hope  that  when  the 
Anderson  amendment  comes  before  the 
Senate  to  strike  the  land  exchange  pro¬ 
vision  from  the  bill,  it  will  receive  a  sub¬ 
stantial  majority  vote  in  the  Senate. 

’But  if  we  do  not  adopt  the  Anderson 
amendment  then  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  by  inference,  will  have  had 
weakened  his  policy  of  nonexchange 
in  the  sustained  yield  managed  BLM 
forest  lands  in  California  and  elsewhere. 
In  California,  according  to  “Public  Land 
Statistics,”  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment  has  465,000  acres  of  commercial 
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forest  land  with  a  standing  volume  of 
6.6  billion  board  feet  of  timber  and  an 
annual  producing  capacity  of  66  million 
board  feet  of  timber. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  research  in  the 
preparation  of  this  speech,  I  have  pre¬ 
pared  a  table  that  sets  forth  the  public 
domain  forest  land  in  California  in  com¬ 
parison  with  the  public  domain  forest 
land  in  other  States. 

The  major  States  are:  Alaska,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Colorado,  Idaho,  Minnesota, 
Montana,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Oregon- 
eastern,  Utah,  Washington,  Wyoming, 
Oregon-western.  The  Oregon-western  in¬ 
cludes  O.  &  C.  land,  Coos  Bay,  wagon- 
road  lands,  and  public  domain  lands.  The 
source  of  my  material  is  public  lands, 
USDI,  BLM  statistics. 

The  tables  estimate  the  area  of  pro¬ 
duction  capacity  of  forest  woodland  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man¬ 
agement. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  this 
table  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Byrd 
of  West  Virginia  in  the  chair) .  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Standing  Annual 

volume  producing 

State  Acres  (thousand  capacity 

board  (thousand 

feet)  board 

feet) 


Alaska .  40,000,000  180,000,000  1,500,000 

California _  465,104  6,620,940  66,000 

Colorado  ..  603,530  2,097,000  14,850 

Idaho . . .  301,883  2,349,385  40,966 

Minnesota _  30,523  61,064  1,221 

Montana _  648,000  1,159,000  23,900 

Nevada . -  50,000  250,000  2,500 

New  Mexico . .  76,748  218,732  2,302 

Oregon  (eastern) _  153,140  623,371  10,363 

Utah _ 634,500  1,900,000  6,000 

Washington . . 103,930  687,000  6,600 

Wyoming _  429,990  1,125,000  22,700 

Oregon  (western)  > _  2, 176,  538  54, 953, 770  1,  127, 000 


i  Includes  0.  &  C.  lands,  Coos  Bay  Wagon  Road  lands,  and 
public  domain  lands. 

Source:  Public  land  statistics,  U.S.D.I.,  BLM,  table  65,  “Esti¬ 
mated  Area  and  Producing  Capacity  of  Forest  and  Woodlands 
Administered  by  Bureau  of  Land  Management.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
point  out,  and  I  think  my  colleagues  will 
find  the  statistics  interesting,  that  al¬ 
though  California  has  465,102  acres  of 
public  domain  in  forest  land,  Alaska  has 
40  million  forest  acres. 

Colorado  603,530. 

Idaho  301,883. 

Montana,  648,000  acres. 

Oregon,  eastern — just  the  eastern  part 
of  my  State — has  153,140  forested  acres. 
The  western  part  of  my  State  has  2,176,- 
538  forest  acres,  both  O.  &  C.  and  public 
domain. 

I  think  52  percent  of  my  State  is  owned 
by  the  Federal  Government,  which  gives 
the  Senate,  I  hope,  some  conception  of 
how  important  the  handling  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  domain  is  to  the  welfare  of  the  people 
of  my  State. 

Utah  has  632,500  forested  public  do¬ 
main  acres. 

The  State  of  Washington  has  103,930 
forested  public  domain  acres. 

Wyoming  has  429,990  acres. 

So  let  the  record  show  that  the  statis¬ 


tics  in  relation  to  the  public  domain 
forest  lands  are  important  not  only  to 
California,  with  its  465,102  acres,  but 
to  every  other  State.  That  is  why  I  think 
we  need  to  consider  very  carefully  and 
review  very  carefully  the  provisions  of 
this  bill  to  see  that  we  do  not  establish 
a  precedent  by  authorizing  a  type  of  land 
exchange  that,  in  my  judgment,  will 
prove  to  be  a  great  detriment  to  the 
maintenance  and  future  of  a  sustained 
yield  program  and  a  detriment  to  main¬ 
taining  in  the  future  a  control  over  the 
forest  lands  of  this  country  by  the  Gov- 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  people, 
from  coast  to  coast. 

I  say  this  most  respectfully.  I  say  it 
with  respect  to  the  timberlands  in  my 
State.  The  Federal  timberlands  in  my 
State  are  now  owned  by  the  people  of 
my  State.  We  happen  to  have  a  special 
responsibility  of  trusteeship  in  relation 
to  them,  but  those  lands  are  owned  by 
the  people  of  this  country,  the  people  in 
Maine  as  well  as  the  people  in  Oregon. 
That  is  true  of  California.  That  is  true  of 
the  redwoods.  In  fact,  may  I  say  that  if 
one  accepts  the  basic  premise  of  my 
whole  record  of  my  years  here  in  the 
Senate  vis-a-vis  this  matter  of  protect¬ 
ing  our  natural  resources,  I  repeat  it 
again  today,  each  generation  is  but  the 
trustee  of  God’s  gift  of  these  natural  re¬ 
sources  to  our  country.  We  have  no  right 
to  despoil  them,  and  we  have  no  right  to 
take  the  attitude  that  we  own  them  in  fee 
simple  title  in  the  sense  that  we  can  do 
anything  we  want  to  do  with  them. 

I  believe  we  labor  under  a  mandate  of 
future  generations  for  hundreds  of  years 
to  come  and  that  if  we  are  to  keep  our 
obligation  to  that  mandate  or  that 
trusteeship,  then  we  will  not  follow  a 
course  of  action  that  will  permit  the 
gutting  of  these  redwoods,  despoiling 
them  by  cutting  them  down  for  profit 
dollars. 

I  hope  there  are  things  more  valuable 
than  dollars.  I  happen  to  think  that  the 
redwoods  are  much,  much  more  valuable 
to  future  generations  than  any  profit 
that  powerful  lumber  companies  want  to 
make  now,  as  they  have  brought  pressure 
to  bear  on  the  Senate  either  in  opposition 
to  the  Jackson-Kuchel  bill,  or  in  a  pro¬ 
posal  to  modify  the  Jackson-Kuchel  bill 
so  that  irreparable  damage  will  be  done 
to  the  trusteeship  concept  for  which  I 
have  argued  so  many  years  in  the  Senate. 

As  I  understand  the  policies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  under  classifi¬ 
cation  and  multiple  use  legislation  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  public  domain,  enacted  by 
the  Congress  in  1964,  the  Secretary  may 
not  proceed  to  dispose  of  public  land  un¬ 
less  it  is  classified;  after  a  proper  public 
hearing  is  held;  due  regard  is  given  to 
valid  public  views,  and  positive  findings 
are  made. 

If  I  am  incorrect  as  to  the  policy  set 
forth  by  Congress  and  the  policy  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  then,  in  my 
judgment,  legislative  history  ought  to  be 
made  now  that  the  language  in  the  first 
part  of  this  sentence  does  not  diminish 
the  responsibility  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  retain  in  public  ownership 
timberland  under  sustained  yield  man¬ 
agement. 
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Mr.  President,  do  not  forget  what 
would  happen  under  a  land  exchange 
program  if  you  did  not  watch  all  the 
time.  As  we  provide  for  a  land  exchange 
program,  the  land  that  is  taken  in  by 
the  private  company  is  taken  out  of  sus¬ 
tained  yield.  Do  not  forget,  the  public 
domain  now  is  under  sustained  yield. 
Mr.  President,  you  should  be  surprised 
by  how  many  requests  I  get  each  year 
from  lumber  groups  in  my  State  trying 
to  get  me  to  go  along  either  with  a  sale 
of  public  land  or  the  exchange  of  private 
land  for  public  land.  Always,  the  land 
they  want  to  exchange  has  been  depleted. 
They  want  to  get  the  timber  land,  for 
which,  if  the  exchange  were  allowed, 
they  would  exchange  a  lot  of  cut-over 
land  for  a  much  smaller  acreage  of  tim¬ 
ber  land.  But  what  they  are  seeking  is  to 
get  that  timber  land  out  from  under  sus¬ 
tained  yield  and  make  their  profit  kill¬ 
ing  now,  mow  it  down,  leave  the  hillside 
scarred,  and  increase  our  problems  with 
respect  to  protection  of  our  natural  re¬ 
sources,  create  problems  of  erosion,  and 
create  problems  of  floods  as  a  result  of 
the  removal  of  the  trees  so  essential  to 
holding  back  the  water  that  is  necessary 
in  a  river  basin. 

No,  Mr.  President,  this  is  an  old,  old 
story.  It  involves  exactly  the  same  far- 
seeing  purposes  of  Gifford  Pinchot,  who 
was  really  the  founding  father  of  the 
whole  development  of  the  type  of  con¬ 
servation  I  am  pleading  for  once  again 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon. 
That  is  why  I  think  it  is  so  important 
that  the  Anderson  amendment  be 
adopted  in  opposition  to  the  land-ex¬ 
change  provision  of  the  bill  which  I  have 
been  arguing  against  for  the  last  few 
minutes. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  would 
prefer  that  we  make  it  clear  by  adding 
to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  pro¬ 
vision  language  which  clearly  indicates 
that  the  exchange  must  be  in  the  broad 
public  interest.  That  has  been  our  policy 
up  to  now.  It  is  one  of  the  criteria.  I  do 
not  believe  it  was  eliminated  from  the 
language  of  the  bill  by  design.  I  know  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son]  and  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Kuchel]  too  well.  I  am  only  point¬ 
ing  out  that  the  language  I  shall  suggest 
eventually  by  way  of  an  amendment — 
not  at  the  present  moment,  but  I  am 
serving  notice  now — should  meet  the 
broad  public  interest  criterion  which  is 
written  into  the  Anderson  amendment. 

Turning  to  the  language  on  page  3, 
lines  19  through  21,  and  line  25  on  page 
3  through  line  3  on  page  4,  I  would  like 
to  remind  Senators  that  a  controversy 
arose  in  my  State  in  1965  over  the  very 
idea  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment’s  possibly  entertaining  an  ex¬ 
change  on  some  sustained  yield  public 
domain  timberland  in  Oregon  to  aid  in 
the  creation  of  the  Point  Reyes  National 
Seashore  in  California. 

I  shall  not  discuss  the  side  issues  and 
charges  that  were  disseminated  in  my 
State.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  fact  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  his 
subordinates  were  even  exploring  the 
possibility  of  considering  a  change  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Point  Reyes  law  was  suf¬ 
ficient  to  create  a  controversy  in  Oregon. 
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The  underlying  issue  was  that  those 
Oregon  public  domain  lands  were  and 
are  under  sustained-yield  forest  manage¬ 
ment.  This  policy  has  the  support  of  the 
rank  and  file  of  the  lumber  industry,  the 
men  and  women  on  every  Main  Street  in 
Oregon,  and  the  children  in  the  schools 
of  my  State  as  they  study  conservation 
policy.  - 

If  these  lands  were  traded  at  fair  value 
in  aid  of  creating  a  park,  they  would  no 
longer  be  under  sustained-yield  man¬ 
agement.  The  timber  could  be  cut  off 
and  the  land  not  restored  to  sustained- 
yield  productivity.  So  no  matter  what 
the  purpose,  the  people  of  my  State  want 
these  public  forest  lands  kept  under 
sustained-yield  management.  The  mills 
and  communities  that  have  grown  to  de¬ 
pend  on  these  great  public  domain  and 
O.  &  C.  and  national  forest  lands  want 
the  land  well  managed  and  the  timber 
placed  on  the  market  for  bidding  under 
good  forestry  practices  and  under  sound 
sustained  yield  principles.  They  have 
seen  the  private  forests  cut  over  and  cut 
out.  They  know  many  private  forest  hold¬ 
ings  sporting  the  Tree  Farm  sign  are 
still  under  a  liquidation  cutting.  They 
want  the  public  forests  to  be  a  never- 
ending  reservoir  of  wood  flowing  to  the 
mills  under  sustained  yield.  Even  more, 
they  want  the  multiple  benefits  the  sound 
conservation  policies  of  the  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
have  produced. 

The  committee  report  has  done  its  best 
to  argue  that  these  14,567  national  for¬ 
est  acres  in  California  are  different  and 
do  not  amount  to  much,  and  thus  trading 
them  to  these  companies  is  of  small 
moment. 

In  my  judgment,  the  committee  report 
does  not  make  its  case  when  compared 
with  the  positions  of -the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

‘  Turning  specifically  to  the  northern 
redwood  purchase  unit,  these  national 
forest  lands  are  capable  of  producing  20 
million  board  feet  annually— forever.  In 
the  past  few  years,  over  10  separate 
sales  were  made  to  local  lumbermen,  and 
more  than  30  timber  operators  bid  on 
this  timber. 

If  this  timber  is  bartered  away  under 
the  provisions  of  subsection  3(b),  val¬ 
uable  public  timber  resources — belong¬ 
ing  to  all  Americans — will  be  granted  to 
a  privileged  few.  This  proposal  will  not 
create  new  jobs.  While  the  privileged 
operators  keep  their  men  at  work,  other 
local  operators  will  lose  their  long  ac¬ 
customed  opportunity  to  bid  on  this  tim¬ 
ber,  and  the  jobs  it  now  supports.  The 
end  result,  allowable  cut  from  the  na¬ 
tional  forests  will  be  down  20  million 
feet. 

Also,  Del  Norte  County  will  lose  an  im¬ 
portant  source  of  income,  which  has  pro¬ 
duced  an  annual  average  of  $150,000  to 
$200,000  in  recent  years  for  local  govern¬ 
ment  use. 

And  what  worries  me  most  is  that  this 
“payment-in-kind”  would  be  an  open 
invitation  to  those  who  would  carve  up 
our  national  forests  and  other  Federal 
forests  piece  by  piece  for  the  sake  of 
commercial  exploitation. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  favor 
the  Redwood  National  Park.  The  demand 


for  recreation  lands  is  growing  more  and 
more  intense  each  year.  New  public  rec¬ 
reation  areas  are  going  to  be  created  to 
meet  this  demand.  If  we  authorize  ex¬ 
change  of  the  redwood  purchase  unit  in 
aid  of  the  redwood  park,  we  expose  all 
our  public  forests  to  grave  danger  as 
each  new  special  Federal  area  is  con¬ 
sidered  if  it  uses  private  land. 

The  trouble  is,  the  demand  for  all  the 
resources  on  the  Federal  force  is  increas¬ 
ing  apace  with  recreation  demand.  The 
price  we  pay  for  a  payment-in-kind  is 
an  inability  to  meet  these  increasing 
multiple-use  demands.  The  national  for¬ 
ests  are  multiple-use  lands.  Trading  off 
the  timberland  of  the  northern  redwood 
purchase  unit  is  trading  off  watershed, 
wildlife  habitat,  and  recreation  land  for 
a  limited  and  special  purpose — timber 
production. 

In  my  judgment  failure  to  adopt  the 
Anderson  amendment  will  provoke  con¬ 
troversy  that  will  attend  every  step  of  a 
proposed  exchange.  Demands  will  be 
made  that  the  terms  of  appraisal  be  ex¬ 
amined  minutely.  Protesting  operators 
will  show  that  they  would  provide  just 
as  many  jobs,  pay  full  value  for  the  tim¬ 
ber  which  would  be  cut  under  sustained 
yield;  that  the  payments  to  the  counties 
from  this  14,567  acres  of  national  for¬ 
ests  will  be  beneficial. 

First,  on  lines  19  through  21  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  is  deprived  of  any 
decision  regarding  the  value  or  public 
interest  aspect  of  exchanging  these  na¬ 
tional  forests  land  because  the  authority 
of  the  bill  turns  these  lands  over  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  their  dis¬ 
posal  through  exchange.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  may  dispose  of  all  or  a 
part  of  these  14,567  acres  and  thus  as 
soon  as  an  exchange  application  is  filed 
on  the  lands,  all  new  timber  sales  must 
be  stopped  while  the  exchange  is  decided. 

Even  worse  is  the  sentence  starting  on 
line  25  of  page  3  through  line  3,  page  4 
which  reads: 

Through  the  exercise  of  his  (the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior’s)  exchange  authority, 
the  Secretary  shall,  to  the  extent  possible, 
minimize  economic  dislocation  and  the  dis¬ 
ruption  of  the  grantor’s  commercial  opera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  this  language 
sets  new  and  untested  standards  for  an 
exchange.  Heretofore,  on  national  forest 
exchanges  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  had  to  make  a  finding  that  the  grant¬ 
ing  of  the  Government  lands  and  acquir¬ 
ing  of  the  private  lands  was  in  the  public 
interest.  There,  the  public  comes  in  for 
protection.  This  language  junks  these 
concepts,  and  introduces  a  new  and  I 
think  very  poor  standard,  directing  the 
Secretary  to  be  guided  by  minimizing 
“economic  dislocations  and  disruption  of 
the  grantor’s  commercial  operation.” 

No  mention  is  made  of  the  economic 
dislocation  and  disruption  that  will  oc¬ 
cur  to  those  firms,  including  small  opera¬ 
tors,  now  dependent  on  the  national  for¬ 
est  timber  harvested  from  these  14,567 
acres. 

As  my  fellow  Senators  know,  I  have 
been  greatly  concerned  about  these 
small  operators  over  the  years.  Little 
town  after  little  town  in  my  State  is  de¬ 
pendent  for  its  economic  sustenance  upon 
a  small  lumbermill  that  employs  its  man- 
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power.  Those  small  mills  are  constantly 
confronted  with  the  problem  of  being 
outbid  by  the  lumber  giants. 

So,  some  years  ago,  the  Morse-Murray 
set-aside  bill  was  passed  by  Congress.  It 
has  been  used  rather  extensively  in  the 
State  of  Washington  until  recently. 

Unfortunately,  the  regional  officials  of 
the  Forest  Service  had  not  warmed  up  to 
it  in  the  State  of  Oregon.  Now  there  is 
great  interest  in  it.  In  fact,  the  Forest 
Service,  in  recent  weeks,  has  made  clear 
that  in  one  section  of  my  State,  they  are 
going  to  set  aside  certain  tracts,  limited 
to  the  bidding  of  small  mill  operators. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  all  embedded  in 
the  general  overall  forest  problem  to 
which  we  ought  to  give  some  thought  in 
the  debate  on  this  bill.  I  think  it  is  very 
important  that  we  keep  in  mind  that 
in  California,  there  are  some  small  mill 
operators  who  are  going  to  lose  out,  as 
far  as  their  protection  under  a  sustained 
yield  program  is  concerned,  if  we  provide 
for  a  land  exchange  with  the  different 
type  of  criteria  that,  in  my  judgment,  is 
involved  in  the  language  that  is  used  in 
this  bill. 

I  think  one  of  the  great  benefits  of  the 
Anderson  amendment  is  that,  not  as  one 
of  its  indirect  results  but  as  one  of  its 
direct  results,  it  will  give  the  small  mill 
operators  in  that  area  of  California  a 
protection  to  which  they  are  entitled. 

Most  alarming  is  the  sentence  starting 
on  line  25  of  page  3  through  line  3,  page  4 
which  reads : 

Through  the  exercise  of  his  (the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior’s)  exchange  authority,  the 
Secretary  shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  mini¬ 
mize  economic  dislocation  and  the  disrup¬ 
tion  of  the  grantor’s  commercial  operation. 

This  language  sets  new  and  untested 
standards  for  an  exchange.  Heretofore 
on  national  forest  exchanges  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  has  had  to  make  a 
finding  that  the  granting  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  lands  and  acquiring  of  the  private 
lands  was  in  the  public  interest.  This 
language  junks  these  concepts  and  in¬ 
troduces  a  new  and  very  poor  standard 
directing  the  Secretary  to  be  guided  by 
minimizing  “economic  dislocations  and 
disruption  of  the  grantors  commercial 
operation.” 

No  mention  is  made  of  the  economic 
dislocation  and  disruption  that  will  occur 
to  those  firms,  including  small  operators, 
now  dependent  on  the  national  forest 
timber  harvested  from  these  14,567  acres. 

This  language  puts  a  shotgun  to  the 
head  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
make  an  exchange  guided  by  the  needs 
of  the  party  acquiring  the  land.  There 
is  not  one  word  about  the  public  interest 
as  a  criterion. 

If  one  examines  the  National  Forest 
Exchange  Act  (16  U.S.C.  485)  and  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  exchange 
authority  (43  U.S.C.  315g),  he  will  see 
each  starts  out  “When  the  public  inter¬ 
est  will  be  benefited.” 

This  is  too  precious  a  provision  to  be 
set  aside.  The  provisions  in  the  bill  in 
effect  classify  the  national  forest  land  for 
disposal.  In  the  process  they  reach  out 
and  abrogate  the  policy  governing  other 
BLM  forest  lands  managed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  in  California  that 
may  be  sought  for  exchange  under  the 
redwood  bill  by  setting  up  these  new 
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criteria.  The  language  is  so  inclusive 
that  in  any  exchange  involving  either 
forested  or  nonforested  BLM  land  or 
any  part  of  the  14,567  Forest  Service 
acres,  the  proponent  of  any  exchange  can 
argue  that  the  Secretary  must  be  guided 
by  the  concept  of  minimizing  the 
grantor’s  economic  dislocation  and  dis¬ 
ruption  of  his  commercial  operation. 

So  this  is  not  restricted  language  with 
a  limited  impact.  It  sets  a  new  and  a  very 
poor  standard  upon  which  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  yvill  be  directed  to  pre¬ 
side  over  the  liquidation  of  14,567  acres 
of  sustained-yield  national  forest  which 
was  purchased  with  taxpayer's’  money. 
Even  more,  it  reaches  out  to  affect  the 
equally  valuable  public  domain  land  that 
became  subject  to  exchange  under  the 
redwood  bill. 

In  my  view  this  is  a  provision  which 
will  be  used  in  more  than  this  single 
case.  Even  if  it  were  used  only  once,  it 
is  so  disastrous  in  its  dimensions  that  it 
ought  to  be  rejected  on  those  grounds 
alone. 

In  every  State  where  our  priceless  na¬ 
tional  forests  or  public  lands  are  located, 
it  will  bring  forth  requests  for  excep¬ 
tional  treatment  adverse  to  the  public’s 
interest  and  welfare.  • 

I  think  a  bad  precedent  is  being  cre¬ 
ated  by  this  bill.  I  do  not  think  we  shall 
be  able  to  escape  this  precedent  once  we 
have  set  it  up.  What  we  should  be  do¬ 
ing  is  discouraging  land  exchange  and 
not  setting  up  a  precedent  that  will  be 
looked  up  as  a  breakthrough  and  en¬ 
couragement  of  land  exchange. 

When  the  wild  rivers  bill  was  before 
the  Senate  on  its  first  trip,  I  strove  to 
eliminate  all  exchange.  The  manager  of 
the  bill,  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church]  did  not  agree  fully  with  my 
proposal,  but  I  did  have  his  support  for 
eliminating  exchanges  on  the  O.  &  C. 
lands  in  Oregon.  I  also  had  his  support 
for  the  sustained  yield  in  the  public  lands 
because  in  that  bill  there  was  still  the 
regular  classification  concept  for  public 
lands  which  carried  with  it  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  responsibility  to  find  that  the  pro¬ 
posal,  if  it  applied  to  public  lands,  was 
in  the  public  interest.  And  likewise  the 
national  forest  exchanges  authorized 
therein  had  the  regular  public  interest 
tests.  In  addition,  under  the  wild  rivers 
bill  the  exchanges  were  optional  and  not 
directed  toward  destruction  of  a  national 
forest  unit. 

I  think  it  is  time  for  the  Congress  to 
circumscribe  these  exchange  provisions 
in  park  bills.  Actually,  the  first  bill  with 
such  provisions  was  the  1062  Point  Reyes 
Act.  It  has  been  included  in  some  other 
new  park  authorizations  but  always  rea¬ 
sonably  well  circumscribed. 

Now  we  see  the  cancer  of  a  bad  idea 
spreading.  We  are  told  that  this  intru¬ 
sion  into  the  great  national  forest  sys¬ 
tem  is  unique.  Cancer  still  is  considered 
unique,  but  devastating.  I  agree  that  the 
intrusion  is  unique  and  it  is  disastrous, 
too,  for  by  its  terms  it  sets  standards  so 
adverse  to  the  public  interest  as  to  con¬ 
stitute  a  policy  that  would  have  been  re¬ 
jected  even  in  the  free  and  easy  public 
land  days  of  1849 — the  year  California 
became  a  State  and  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  was  created. 


I  urge  the  bill  be  at  least  amended  to 
strike  the  appropriate  language  in  lines 
19  through  21  on  page  3,  and  the  last 
sentence  of  section  3b  starting  on  page  3 
line  25  through  page  4  line  3  and  to  cir¬ 
cumscribe  the  exchange  of  BLM  land 
under  sustained  yield  by  adding  this 
clause  in  line  18  after  the  word  “Califor¬ 
nia”  :  “except  property  needed  for  public 
use  and  management.” 

In  fact,  I  suspect  the  entire  bill  would 
be  improved  and  much  less  of  a  head¬ 
ache  later  to  the  Senators  from  Califor¬ 
nia  if  all  of  section  3(b)  were  struck. 

We  ought  not  to  fool  ourselves  for  1 
minute  with  the  dollar  cost  argument 
which  is  advanced  in  favor  of  these  ex¬ 
changes  and  especially  exchanges  to  be 
made  under  the  instructions  this  bill  pro¬ 
vides. 

You  show  me  a  land  sale  made  at  auc¬ 
tion  or  sealed  bid  and  compare  it  with  a 
negotiated  sale  and  I  will  show  you  tax¬ 
payer  dollars  lost. 

In  addition,  before  we  go  further  in 
exchanges  based  on  the  notion  that  they 
are  a  cheaper  way  to  acquire  land  than 
outright  purchase,  we  ought  to  have  be¬ 
fore  us  the  cost  records  of  the  agencies 
on  the  administrative  and  appraisal  costs 
to  negotiate  these  exchanges.  Also,  we 
would  need  to  add  the  overhead  costs  of 
the  Department  and  GAO  investigations 
that  have  occurred  when  some  of  these 
exchanges  wind  up  in  controversy.  In  my 
judgment  an  examination  of  the  record 
would  show  that  these  exchanges  are  far 
more  costly  than  use  of  arm’s-length 
purchases. 

So,  for  the  part  of  the  case  that  rests 
on  economy,  I  think  the  burden  of  proof 
needs  to  be  made  that  this  will  save  tax¬ 
payers’  dollars.  The  taxpayers  own  these 
land  assets.  These  are  part  of  the  capital 
assets  of  the  United  States.  They  belong 
to  all  the  taxpayers.  So  any  method  of 
commercial  disposal  which  does  not  pro¬ 
duce  the  top  dollar  and  costs  more  to 
administer  ought  to  be  rejected  on  econ¬ 
omy  grounds. 

I  do  not  want  to  condemn  all  ex¬ 
changes.  The  1962  forest  exchange  law 
was  designed  to  adjust  land  boundaries, 
to  facilitate  and  improve  public  forest 
administration,  to  produce  savings  over 
time. 

The  insertion  of  the  exchange  provi¬ 
sion  as  written  into  the  final  Point  Reyes 
Act,  I  think,  was  a  most  unfortunate 
step.  That  language  did  not  have  the 
precision  of  that  in  the  most  recent  wild 
rivers  bill.  It  was  bottomed  on  the  fal¬ 
lacious  premise  that  Interior’s  public  do¬ 
main  managed  by  BLM  was  at  least  in 
part  still  to  be  disposed  of  on  the' choice 
of  an  applicant.  No  doubt  some  of  it  will 
be  disposed  of  that  way. 

In  this  way  we  retain  the  basic  public 
interest  tests  and  the  classification  pro¬ 
cedure.  We  also  keep  out  of  the  public 
lands  and  forests  those  who  seek  lands 
already  classified  for  and  dedicated  to  a 
public  program. 

We  hold  these  exchange  provisions  to 
disposable  lands  placed  in  this  category 
under  orderly  procedures.  So  rather  than 
broaden  these  exchange  provisions  to 
sweep  in  the  national  forests,  we  ought 
to  reverse  the  procedure.  We  ought  to 
use  the  land  and  water  conservation 
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fund.  It  was  just  getting  under  way  in 
1962. 

We  ought  to  appropriate  the  money. 
Last  year  Interior  realized  far  more  than 
anticipated  from  its  sale  of  offshore  gas 
and  oil.  We  can  allocate  a  block  of  this 
windfall  to  conservation  and  preserva¬ 
tion. 

I  wish  to  digress  for  a  moment  to  pay 
my  high  regard  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  for  a  bill  he 
has  introduced,  which  is  in  the  legislative 
hopper,  so  to  speak,  which  would  do  ex¬ 
actly  what  I  have  just  indicated.  It  would 
provide  that  funds  from  the  sale  of  off¬ 
shore  gas  and  oil  would  go  into  the  land 
and  water  conservation  fund. 

As  the  Senator  from  Washington 
knows,  earlier  this  afternoon,  thinking  I 
had  a  bright  idea,  I  contemplated  adding 
to  this  bill  an  amendment  which  applied 
to  the  very  principle  involved  in  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  bill.  I  am  sure  he  knows — in  fact, 
I  made  it  clear  to  him — that  if  I  had 
done  that,  I  would  have  given  him  the 
full  credit  for  the  idea;  because  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  is 
the  initiator,  the  originator,  and  the  first 
proponent  of  this  program. 

When  my  proposal  was  submitted  to 
the  Senator  from  Washington  and  to  the 
staff  of  the  committee,  as  he  knows,  I 
agreed  that  it  should  not  be  added  to 
this  bill,  but  that  I  would  make  the 
statement,  I  am  now  making,  setting 
forth  my  complete  support  and  approval 
of  the  Senator’s  bill.  I  would  much  prefer 
to  have  it  handled  as  a  separate  bill.  My 
concern  is  that  time  may  run  out,  and 
we  may  find  ourselves,  by  the  time  this 
session  concludes,  not  in  a  positions  to 
take  action  on  the  bill.  But  we  can  do  so 
next  time.  I  believe  it  is  wise  that  we 
make  the  record  this  afternoon  as  to  the 
applicability  of  the  principle  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  bill  to  the  fund  to  which  I  have 
alluded. 

I  am  not  offering  the  amendment.  I 
told  the  Senator  I  would  not  offer  the 
amendment.  I  would  rather  wait  and 
come  to  his  assistance  when  he  brings 
his  bill,  as  an  independent  bill,  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Hollings  assumed 
the  chair.) 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  express  my  appreciation  to  the  able 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  for  his  help¬ 
ful  comments. 

I  hope  that  our  committee,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
will  be  able  to  take  action  on  this  matter 
some  time  after  the  first  of  the  year.  I 
certainly  shall  welcome  the  support  and 
the  help  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
when  the  matter  comes  up  on  the  floor. 
I  believe  it  is  a  wise  approach  to  dealing 
with  problems  involving  acquisition  of 
lands  for  public  use  and  enjoyment,  and 
I  would  hope  that  we  could  get  the  bill 
through  the  Senate  next  year. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  the  Senator  will 
succeed.  The  Senator  has  an  unanswer¬ 
able  case  in  support  of  his  bill.  I  believe 
it  is  only  a  matter  of  time  before  the 
Senator’s  bill  will  be  the  law  of  the  land. 
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Mr.  President,  there  is  no  idle  Federal 
money.  Whether  we  sell  off  the  national 
forests,  allocate  offshore  oil  revenues,  or 
appropriate  dollars,  the  cost  to  the 
American  people  is  just  as  real.  What 
counts  is  whether  we  have  devised  a  pro¬ 
cedure  that  gets  the  most  land  for  the 
best  cost — paid  a  fair  price  to  the  land- 
owners  and  received  value  for  the  tax¬ 
payer. 

I  believe  the  redwood  park  is  of  such 
necessity  to  the  unborn  generations  that 
we  have  an  obligation  to  act  now.  Is  this 
Nation  so  poor  that  it  cannot  act  well 
and  wisely?  The  redwood  park  has  na¬ 
tional  support  and  so  do  the  national 
forests.  We  should  not  trade  away  the 
golden  ring  of  conservation  to  buy  the 
diamond. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Interior  Committee  [Mr.  Jack- 
son]  in  association  with  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson] 
and  the  senior  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Kuchel],  taking  cognizance  of  the 
increasing  need  of  funding  important 
conservation  programs,  introduced  S. 
1401,  which  would  provide  the  additional 
funds  necessary  for  acquisition,  without 
exchanges.  This  measure  has  the  wide¬ 
spread  support  of  all  conservation  orga¬ 
nizations. 

I  urge  that  expeditious  action  be  taken 
on  S.  1401.  It  represents  a  far  better 
method  of  handling  land  acquisitions 
than  does  the  exchange  procedure.  The 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  has  my  assurance  of  support  and 
all  possible  assistance  in  bringing  about 
passage  of  S.  1401. 

As  Senator  Jackson,  Senator  Kuchel, 
and  all  other  Senators  know,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  worked  very 
closely  with  various  conservation  groups 
in  this  country  for  many  years. 

One  of  the  men  among  many  I  could 
mention  is  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  known  to 
most  of  us  as  “Pink”  Gutermuth,  one  of 
the  most  able  legislative  representatives 
of  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute. 
He  is  the  vice  president  of  that  insti¬ 
tute. 

The  incomparable  conservationist, 
the  president  of  the  group,  Ira  N. 
Gabrielson,  for  years  and  years  has  made 
representations  to  us  in  Congress  in  con¬ 
nection  with  conservation.  To  me,  he  is 
the  Gifford  Pinchot  of  our  time  because 
of  what  he  has  done  through  his  dedi¬ 
cated  public  service  over  the  years.  He 
has  carried  on  the  ideal  and  the  vision,  in 
a  very  inspiring  fashion,  of  Gifford 
Pinchot. 

Gabrielson  and  Gutermuth  and  other 
conservation  leaders  in  the  country  have 
been  my  leaders,  as  I  have  sought  to 
carry  out  the  major  objectives  of  their 
conservation  program.  I  have  consulted 
with  them  in  connection  with  this  bill, 
and  I  havfr  received  a  great  deal  of 
assistance  from  them. 

I  should  like  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  a  letter  of  October 
25,  1967,  signed  by  the  vice  president  of 
Wildlife  Management  Institute,  Mr. 
Gutermuth,  to  all  State  directors  of  the 
Wildlife  Management  Institute.  Every 
Member  of  the  Senate  knows  that  this 
nationwide  organization  has  served  as 
a  watcher  over  the  degree  to  which  Con¬ 
gress  does  or  does  not  carry  out  the 


trusteeship  obligation  to  which  I  have 
referred  in  my  speech.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  letter  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Wildlife  Management  Institute, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  25,  1967. 

To  All  State  Directors: 

The  U.S.  Senate,  on  Tuesday,  October  31. 
is  scheduled  to  consider  S.  2515,  a  proposal 
to  authorize  a  new  Redwood  National  Park 
in  California. 

Tire  park  that  would  be  created  is  a  satis¬ 
factory  compromise  of  earlier  proposals.  It  is 
acceptable  to  the  vast  majority  of  conserva¬ 
tionists  throughout  the  country. 

S.  2515  offers  a  serious  threat  to  wildlife 
and  outdoor  recreation  opportunity  over  the 
nation,  however,  in  that  it  would  force  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service  to  relinquish  lands  it 
administers  in  northern  California  in  ex¬ 
change  for  private  timberlands  that  would 
be  taken  for  the  new  park. 

This  is  the  same  kind  of  a  proposition  that 
was  advocated  by  the  timber  interests  in  the 
1950’s  when  they  launched  their  ill-fated 
raids  on  the  national  forests.  You  will  recall 
that  the  House  Government  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee  held  that  trades  of  national  forest 
lands  in  support  of  unrelated  federal  pro¬ 
grams  are  not  in  the  public  interest.  The  full 
House  of  Representatives  firmly  rejected  an¬ 
other  national  forest  grab  in  a  decisive  floor 
vote. 

Should  that  kind  of  a  trade  be  authorized 
in  connection  with  the  Redwood  Park  bill, 
it  will  open  the  doors  for  similar  raids  in  all 
states  in  which  national  forests  and  grass¬ 
lands  are  located. 

Senatorial  leaders  who  want  to  prevent  this 
kind  of  an  undesirable  precedent  are  plan¬ 
ning  a  floor  fight  to  delete  the  national  forest 
trade  provision  in  S.  2515.  The  interest  of 
your  agency  and  of  the  hunters  and  other 
recreationists  in  your  state  quite  obviously 
is  involved.  Many  conservationists  already  are 
telling  their  Senators  that  they  support  the 
Redwood  National  Park,  but  that  they  want 
Congress  to  authorize  the  purchase  of  lands 
that  are  needed  rather  than  trading  off  na¬ 
tional  forest  lands. 

Time  is  short;  floor  action  is  expected  next 
Tuesday,  the  31st. 

Sincerely, 

C.  R.  Gutermuth, 

Vice-President. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  never 
take  credit  that  is  due  elsewhere,  and  I 
think  it  only  fair  to  these  conservation¬ 
ists  to  point  out  that  the  thesis  of  my 
speech  this  afternoon  dealing  with  that 
part  in  opposition  to  the  land  exchange 
is  the  result  of  a  great  deal  of  help  that 
I  have  received  from  conservationists 
such  as  Mr.  Gutermuth,  such  as  Spencer 
Smith,  and  I  could  go  on  and  give  the 
Senate  a  list  of  conservationists  whose 
names  are  well  known  to  every  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  Mr.  Gutermuth  sup¬ 
plied  me  with  a  list  of  questions  and  an¬ 
swers,  and  I  shall  not  take  the  time  now 
to  read  them.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  vote  on  the  bill  will  not  be  until  to¬ 
morrow,  and  in  the  interest  of  the  time 
factor,  and  so  that  I  do  not  hold  the 
Senate  in  session  unduly  long,  I  shall 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  the 
list  of  questions  and  answers  that  Mr. 
Gutermuth  supplied  me  and  which  Sen¬ 
ators  will  see  provided  the  considerable 
amount  of  data  that  I  used  in  my  speech 
this  afternoon. 


I  did  not  use  the  material  until  I 
studied  it  carefully  and  convinced  my¬ 
self  that  it  will  stand  up  against  all  anal¬ 
ysis.  I  think  this  great  conservation 
group  has  performed  a  very  valuable 
service  to  the  entire  Senate  in  putting 
in  question  and  answer  form  their  data 
dealing  with  the  subject  matter  of  this 
bill. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
questions  and  answers  may  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point,  together  with 
an  October  20  letter  addressed  to  Sena¬ 
tor  Aiken  by  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Freeman,  and  a  press  release  of  the 
American  Forestry  Association. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol- 
lings  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  material,  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

Question:  What  would  be  the  effect  on 
other  timber  operators  if  the  Northern  Red¬ 
wood  Purchase  Unit  is  turned  over  to  four 
companies? 

Answer;  The  provision  in  S.  2515  which 
would  use  National  Forest  land  as  trading 
stock  to  obtain  National  Park  land  would 
help  four  companies  which  already  have 
substantial  supplies  of  private  timber  to 
support  their  operations.  It  would  deprive 
some  20  struggling  firms  of  a  competitive 
chance  to  survive. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  10  different 
timber  companies  have  purchased  sale  of¬ 
ferings.  In  doing  so,  they  bid  against  over 
20  other  firms.  The  companies  buying  this 
timber  are  those  who  own  little  private  tim¬ 
ber,  if  any.  They  bid  on  the  National  Forest 
timber  to  survive. 

The  National  Forest  land  is  providing  a 
cut  of  20  million  board  feet  per  year.  This 
yield  is  offered  for  competitive  sale  in  units 
of  various  size.  It  is  fully  utilized  by  a  num¬ 
ber  of  timber  companies.  It  would  provide 
favored  treatment  to  four  out  of  many  com¬ 
panies  and  interfere  with  competitive 
processes. 

Question:  What  is  the  Forest  Service  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  value  of  the  Northern  Redwood 
Purchase  Unit? 

Answer :  There  has  been  no  comprehensive 
appraisal  of  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase 
Unit  which  would  be  useful  in  considering 
its  value  as  Federal  trade-off  property  to 
help  pay  for  the  proposed  park.  Nor  has 
there  been  a  comprehensive  appraisal  of  the 
private  lands  which  must  be  acquired.  It 
is  entirely  speculative  that  a  significant  sav¬ 
ings  would  result  from  this  feature  of 
S.  2515. 

Those  who  conceived  this  idea  must  have 
visualized  that  an  acre  of  National  Forest 
land  would  buy  an  acre  of  private  land.  This 
is  far  from  the  case.  Considering  the  super¬ 
lative  quality  of  the  old-growth  redwood 
needed  for  the  park,  its  heavy  volumes  per 
acre,  and  its  location — all  compared  to  the 
National  Forest  resource  in  the  purchase 
unit,  it  is  possible  that  four  acres  of  the 
Federal  property  would  be  needed  to  offset 
one  acre  of  the  private.  Thus  the  14,000  acres 
in  the  unit  would  buy  something  less  than 
3,500  acres  in  the  park.  This  is  not  precise, 
but  realistic. 

For  this  very  small  benefit  as  compared  to 
the  total  cost  of  the  park  proposal,  we 
would  be  breaking  faith  with  one  of  the  cor¬ 
nerstones  of  American  conservation.  By 
using  National  Forest  lands  as  trading  stock 
in  this  important  case,  we  would  be  setting 
a  precedent  for  the  breakup  of  the  National 
Forest  System  all  over  the  country. 

Question:  Is  the  Northern  Redwood  Pur¬ 
chase  Unit  used  for  recreation  or  other  non¬ 
timber  purposes? 

Answer:  The  Northern  Redwood  Purchase 
Unit  supports  an  important  part  of  the  rec- 
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reation  use  of  the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest. 
Last  year  the  Purchase  Unit  recreation  use 
amounted,  to  over  71,000  visitor  days.  This 
was  more  than  one-fifth  of  the  total  for  the 
National  Forest. 

Approximately  one-half  of  this  use  in¬ 
volved  the  rivers  and  streams  for  boating  and 
fishing.  This  fishing  use  (20,000  visitor  days 
last  year)  is  particularly  dependent  upon 
land  management  which  will  assure  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  watersheds. 

The  Purchase  Unit  is  also  a  significant  part 
of  the  game  range  of  the  National  Forest. 
Last  year,  it  supported  about  5,000  visitor 
days  of  hunting,  3,000  of  which  were  for 
hunting  blacktail  deer. 

Question:  Is  there  any  difference  between 
the  Northern  Redwood  National-Forest  Pur¬ 
chase  Unit  and  any  other  unit  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  System? 

Answer:  The  public  lands  in  the  Northern 
Redwood  Purchase  Unit  were  bought  by  the 
United  States  under  the  Weeks  Law  of  March 
1,  1911,  to  promote  the  production  of  timber, 
the  regulation  of  stream  flow,  and  other  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  purposes.  The  Weeks  Law  pro¬ 
vides  that  lands  purchased  under  its  provi¬ 
sions  shall  be  permanently  reserved,  held,  and 
administered  as  National  Forest  lands.  The 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  lands  are 
therefore  identical  with  other  National  For¬ 
est  lands  so  far  as  purposes  of  management 
and  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  administer  is  concerned.  Section 
11  of  the  Weeks  Law  permits  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  place  lands  acquired  under 
that  Act  into  a  National  Forest  when  he  con¬ 
siders  this  timely. 

Lands  within  this  Purchase  Unit,  as  all 
other  purchased  National  Forest  lands,  dif¬ 
fer  from  National  Forest  lands  reserved  from 
the  public  domain  in  that  they  are  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  location  and  entry  under  the  mining 
law.  Minerals  may  be  extracted  under  lease 
or  permit. 

Question:  Why  did  the  Forest  Service  stop 
buying  lands  within  the  Redwood  Purchase 
Unit? 

Answer:  Purchases  were  started  in  the 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  about 
1939.  funds  allotted  for  these  purchases  were 
limited  by  the  need  for  land  acquisitions 
to  further  consolidate  previously  established 
National  Forest  purchase  areas  in  the  Eastern 
United  States.  World  War  II  intervened  while 
the  purchase  program  in  the  Northern  Red¬ 
wood  Purchase  Unit  was  in  the  process  of 
getting  fully  underway.  Funds  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  land  for  National  Forests  purposes 
became  virtually  nonexistent  during  and 
after  the  war  until  the  fiscal  year  of  1947. 
Subsequent  to  1947,  appropriations  limited 
to  as  little  as  $50,000  or  $75,000  per  year 
prevented  renewed  purchasing  activity  in 
the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit. 

Question:  Why  was  the  Northern  Redwood 
Purchase  Unit  never  made  a  part  of  the 
adjacent  National  Forest? 

Answer:  Addition  of  the  unit  to  the  Six 
Rivers  National  Forest  would  operate  to  dis¬ 
tribute  the  25  percent  share  of  receipts  de¬ 
rived  from  the  purchased  land  to  several 
counties,  thus  substantially  decreasing  the 
net  financial  contributions  National  Forest 
lands  make  to  the  Del  Norte  County  Govern¬ 
ment.  Discussions  which  led  to  local  approval 
for  establishment  of  the  purchase  unit  con¬ 
sidered  possibilities  for  these  lands  to  give 
greatly  needed  assistance  to  meeting  the 
costs  of  the  county  government  as  well  as 
assistance  to  the  local  economy.  Manage¬ 
ment  of  the  purchased  lands  for  these  pur¬ 
poses  has  therefore  always  been  considered 
a  particular  obligation  by  the  Forest  Service. 

There  appeared  to  be  no  particular  ad¬ 
vantage  in  designating  this  relatively  small 
unit  as  an  individual  National  Forest,  though 
this  has  been  considered  from  time  to  time. 
A  suggestion  in  1965  by  the  County  Super¬ 
visors  of  Del  Norte  County  that  it  be  estab¬ 
lished  as  the  “Redwood  National  Forest”  was 


not  acted  upon  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  because  by  then  there  was  public 
discussion  of  establishing  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  in  California.  It  was  not  thought 
desirable  to  confuse  the  issue  by  establish¬ 
ing  a  Redwood  National  Forest. 

Question:  Why  is  there  such  a  big  hassle 
when  there  is  no  net  loss  in  Federal  lands? 
As  the  Committee  points  out,  we  are  merely 
determining  that  a  set  acreage  of  Federal  red¬ 
woods  should  be  used  for  park  purposes 
rather  than  for  timber  production. 

Answer:  The  real  issue  is  whether  we  are 
willing  to  sacrifice  national  forest  lands  for 
other  Federal  purposes.  The  national  forests 
are  permanently  reserved  for  special  pur¬ 
poses — purposes  fully  as  important  as  na¬ 
tional  park  purposes.  And  these  purposes 
have  proved  their  worth.  Timber  production 
is,  of  course,  one  of  these  purposes. 

If  we  allow  this  to  happen  here,  we  take 
the  chance  it  will  happen  elsewhere  in  the 
future — likely  for  other  unrelated  purposes 
such  as  reservoir  or  highway  construction. 

The  direct  answer  to  the  question  is  'prece¬ 
dent.  We  must  provide  full  and  permanent 
protection  to  the  integrity  of  our  national 
forests. 

Question:  To  what  extent  has  the  forest 
industry  recognized  the  research  done  by  the 
Forest  Service  in  the  Northern  Redwood  Pur¬ 
chase  Unit? 

Answer:  The  Redwood  Experimental  Forest 
was  activated  over  25  years  ago  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  developing  new  knowledge  to  assist 
forest  land  managers  in  maintaining  and 
improving  the  redwood  timber  type.  After 
activation,  the  Simpson  Logging  Company 
entered  into  a  cooperative  agreement  for  fa¬ 
cilitating  the  redwood  research  program.  The 
studies  have  emphasized  problems  of  red¬ 
wood  regeneration  and  cultural  treatments 
of  redwood  stands.  The  results  of  these 
studies  are  made  available  to  the  forest  in¬ 
dustry  as  they  become  available.  There  is 
strong  interest  in  the  research.  Industries  in 
the  area  make  wide  and  continuing  use  of 
the  findings. 


October  20,  1967. 

Hon.  George  D.  Aiken, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Aiken:  You  will  shortly  be 
considering  S.  2515,  a  new  bill  to  establish  a 
Redwood  National  Park.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  actively  supports  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  such  a  Park. 

However,  this  Department  vigorously  and 
strongly  objects  to  the  feature  of  S.  2515 
which  would  use  National  Forest  land  as 
trading  stock  to  obtain  land  for  the  Park. 
This  commandeering  of  the  National  Forest 
land  in  the  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  is  not 
necessary  in  order  for  the  Nation  to  have  a 
Redwood  Park. 

Using  National  Forest  land  for  trading  stock 
in  this  important  case  endangers  land  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Forest  Service  all  over  the 
country.  It  threatens  the  integrity  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Forests,  a  principle  of  long-standing. 

It  would  open  the  floodgates.  Right  now, 
and  repeatedly  in  the  past,  there  have  been 
made  demands  in  other  parts  of  the  country 
that  National  Forest  lands  be  used  to  pay  for 
parks,  or  for  reservoirs,  or  for  highway  rights- 
of-way.  Any  and  every  instance  of  such  a 
taking  of  National  Forest  land  makes  the 
later  pressures  that  much  harder  to  resist. 

This  is  why  past  actions  of  Congress  have 
resoundingly  rejected  use  of  National  Forest 
land  for  this  kind  of  trade-off. 

There  are  other  reasons  for  not  appropriat¬ 
ing  these  National  Forest  lands  to  pay  for  the 
Park: 

1.  Savings  derived  from  trading  off  the  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  land  would  be  a  small  part  of 
the  total  cost  of  the  proposed  Park.  On  an 
acre-for-acre  basis,  the  value  of  the  National 
Forest  land  in  the  Purchase  Unit,  estimated 
at  $25  million,  falls  far  short  of  the  value  of 
the  old-growth  groves  proposed  for  inclusion 


in  the  Park.  This  is  a  very  small  sum  to  en¬ 
danger  a  very  basic  principle  of  conservation. 

2.  The  four  main  companies  involved  do 
not  need  the  limited  acreage  of  land  that 
could  be  made  available  to  them  in  order  to 
continue  operating  for  a  significant  number 
of  years.  The  company  that  would  experience 
the  greatest  impact  could  continue  at  its 
present  rate  of  operation  for  15  years  or 
longer. 

3.  A  move  to  make  these  companies  par¬ 
tially  whole  would  be  at  the  cost  of  with¬ 
drawing  supplies  now  used  by  smaller  opera¬ 
tors  who  buy  the  stumpage  that  would  be 
transferred  to  the  four  larger,  stronger  com¬ 
panies.  In  recent  years,  10  operators  in  the 
area  have  used  the  timber  that  this  action 
would  turn  over  to  only  four  large  com¬ 
panies.  Thus,  a  trade-off  of  land  would  not 
create  any  new  jobs.  It  would  favor  four  large 
companies  at  the  expense  of  10  smaller  ones. 

A  Redwood  National  Park  is  in  the  national 
Interest.  The  USDA  supports  strongly  that 
objective.  But  a  raid  on  the  National  Forests 
and  the  establishment  of  a  dangerous  pre¬ 
cedent  in  violation  of  longstanding,  sound 
conservation  principles  is  neither  necessary 
nor  wise. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 


[A  press  release  from  the  American  Forestry 
Association,  Washington,  D.C.] 
Precedent-Breaking  Tradeoff  of  National 
Forest  Land  in  California  Would  Open 
Flood  Gates  Nationally  for  Special  In¬ 
terests  and  Land  Grabbers,  American 
Forestry  Association  Says — All  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  Urged  To  Delete  Pro¬ 
posals  Not  Considered  in  Public  Interest 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  27. — The  Amer¬ 
ican  Forestry  Association  today  called  on  all 
Members  of  Congress  to  oppose  a  trade-off  of 
National  Forest  land  in  California  as  a  part 
of  a  proposed  Redwood  National  Park  pack¬ 
age  that  would,  if  adopted,  “open  the  flood 
gates  to  demands  by  all  sorts  of  special  in¬ 
terest  and  land  grabbers.” 

In  a  letter  to  Senator  George  D.  Aiken,  of 
Vermont,  copies  of  which  were  sent  to  all 
Members  of  Congress,  AFA  Chief  Forester 
Kenneth  B.  Pomeroy  said  lawmakers  should 
delete  proposals  in  S.  2515,  the  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Bill,  to  use  National  Forest  land 
in  the  Redwoods  Purchase  Unit  as  payment 
in  kind  for  private  lands  desired  for  park 
purposes. 

This  Federal  land,  Mr.  Pomeroy  said,  was 
acquired  by  the  Forest  Service  under  the 
Weeks  Act  of  March  1,  1911,  for  the  practice 
of  multiple  use,  sustained  yield  forestry.  It  is 
being  managed  efficiently  for  that  purpose. 
Trading  this  land  for  other  land  to  be  used 
as  a  park  will  defeat  the  purpose  for  which 
national  forests  are  established,  he  said. 

The  annual  harvests  of  timber  from  the 
Redwood  Purchase  Unit  supports  ten  small 
lumber  companies  and  their  employees, 
Pomeroy  said.  One-quarter  of  the  receipts 
from  timber  sales,  a  substantial  sum,  goes 
to  Del  Norte  County  in  lieu  of  taxes.  This  25 
percent  fund  exceeds  the  amount  of  taxes 
received  from  comparable  land  in  private 
ownership. 

“It  is  clear  that  giving  four  large  land- 
owners  this  Forest  Service  Land  will  not 
benefit  the  local  economy,”  Pomeroy  said.  “It 
merely  aids  four  large  companies  at  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  ten  small  companies.  Neither  will 
such  an  exchange  improve  the  tax  base  of 
Del  Norte  County.” 

But  the  mail  of  members  of  Congress  is 
already  reflecting  the  greatest  concern  of  all, 
Pomeroy  said.  That  is  the  precedent-breaking 
nature  of  a  proposal  that  would  have  rami¬ 
fications  for  National  Forest  land  far  beyond 
the  borders  of  California  and  could  lead  to 
other  trade-offs  and  give-aways  of  National 
Forest  lands  that  have  served  as  models  of 
efficient  forest  management  for  multiple  use. 
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October  31,  1967 

The  American  Forestry  Association  has 
supported  the  national  effort  to  establish  a 
Redwood  National  Park  but  the  association, 
and  allied  conservation  organizations,  con¬ 
tend  that  the  trade-off  principle  now  poses  a 
direct  threat  to  the  public  interest  every¬ 
where  in  the  United  States,  as  well  as  in 
California. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
have  been  influenced  in  my  thinking  in 
regard  to  the  bill  in  respect  to  the  sug¬ 
gestions  I  have  offered  in  my  speech  and 
in  relation  to  the  amendments  I  shall 
offer  tomorrow — which  I  hope  will  not  be 
considered  very  controversial — by  a 
whole  group  of  conservation  organiza¬ 
tions,  which  on  October  27,  1967,  sent  a 
wire  to  President  Johnson  which  reads 
as  follows: 

October  27,  1967. 

Hon.  Lyndon  B.  Johnson, 

The  White  House, 

Washington,  D.C. 

We  support  a  Redwoods  National  Park  and 
are  looking  to  you  to  uphold  the  outstanding 
conservation  record  of  your  administration 
as  well  as  long  established  policy  that  na¬ 
tional  forest  lands  of  this  country  not  be 
used  as  trading  stock  in  support  of  unrelated 
Federal  programs.  Specifically,  we  are  op¬ 
posed  to  provisions  in  the  current  Redwood 
National  Park  bill  which  would  exchange  na¬ 
tional  forest  lands  for  private  timber  lands. 
We  can  see  no  purpose  in  subordinating  the 
broad  public  interest  to  the  pressures  of 
some  California  interests. 

American  Forestry  Association,  Kenneth 
Pomeroy,  Chief  Forester;  Boone  and 
Crockett  Club,  John  E.  Rhea,  Con¬ 
servation  Committee  Chairman;  Izaak 
Walton  League  of  America,  Joseph  W. 
Penfold,  Conservation  Director;  Na¬ 
tional  Rifle  Association  of  America, 
Frank  C.  Daniel,  Secretary;  National 
Wildlife  Federation,  Thomas  L.  Kim¬ 
ball,  Executive  Director;  North  Amer¬ 
ican  Wildlife  Foundation,  C.  R.  Guter- 
muth,  Secretary;  Sport  Fishing  In¬ 
stitute,  Philip  A.  Douglas,  Executive 
Secretary,  Wildlife  Management  Insti¬ 
tute,  Ira  N.  Gabrielson,  President. 

There  was  issued  on  October  27  a  press 
release,  the  first  sentences  of  which  read 
as  follows: 

Washington,  D.C.,  October  27. — National 
conservation  leaders  today  expressed  grave 
concern  about  a  provision  of  the  Senate’s 
bill  to  create  a  new  Redwood  National  Park 
in  California. 

That  provision  calls  for  the  forced  trade  of 
land  administered  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  private 
timber  holdings  that  lie  within  the  park.  If 
this  trade  is  pushed  through  the  Congre~ss, 
the  conservation  leaders  say,  it  would  be  a 
precedent  and  constitute  a  serious  threat  to 
national  forests  and  other  public  lands  such 
as  wildlife  refuges  and  national  grasslands 
~  throughout  the  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  entire  press  release  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  press 
release  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Washington,  D.C.,  October  27. — National 
conservation  leaders  today  expressed  grave 
concern  about  a  provision  of  the  Senate’s  bill 
to  create  a  new  Redwood  National  Park  in 
California. 

That  provision  calls  for  the  forced  trade  of 
land  administered  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  private 
timber  holdings  that  lie  within  the  park.  If 
this  trade  is  pushed  through  the  Congress, 
the  conservation  leaders  say,  it  would  be  a 


precedent  and  constitute  a  serious  threat  to 
national  forests  and  other  public  lands  such 
as  wildlife  refuges  and  national  grasslands 
throughout  the  country. 

The  leaders  expressed  surprise  that  the 
trade  is  being  recommended  by  the  Senate 
Interior  Committee.  The  Administration  is 
firmly  on  record  against  trading  national 
forest  lands  in  support  of  unrelated  federal 
programs. 

The  House  of  Representatives  in  a  record 
vote  in  1953  and  at  later  dates  soundly  de¬ 
feated  moves  that  would  have  given  private 
interests  this  kind  of  preferential  treatment. 
In  1959,  the  House  Government  Operations 
Committee  held  that  such  trades  would  set  a 
‘‘dangerous  precedent”  and  that  the  fee 
transfer  of  national  forest  timberlands  under 
sustained-yield  management  to  specified 
timber  operators  would  simply  benefit  the 
grantee  at  the  expense  of  other  users. 

The  Senate  Committee’s  bill  contains  the 
same  situation  that  the  House  Committee 
found  unacceptable  in  1959.  These  funda¬ 
mental  principles  of  protecting  the  people’s 
interest  in  national  forests  and  other  man¬ 
aged  public  lands  is  still  valid  today,  the 
conservationists  say. 

Speaking  for  the  President  on  this  subject, 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  stated  in  a  letter 
of  June  22,  1967,  to  the  Chairman  of  the 
Senate  Interior  Committee:  “The  Admin¬ 
istration  will  not  consider  the  transfer  of 
fee  title  of  Forest  Service  land  on  a  barter 
basis,  or  as  compensation  in  kind.  .  .  .” 

On  July  13,  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stew¬ 
art  L.  Udall  wrote  to  Senator  Clinton  P.  An¬ 
derson  (D-N.M.) :  "President  Johnson  asked 
me  to  reply  to  your  letter  about  the  Redwood 
National  Park  proposal  in  which  you  urged 
that  we  not  trade  off  national  forest  lands 
in  an  effort  to  establish  a  Redwood  National 
Park.  .  .  .” 

“The  position  of  the  Administration  is  firm 
against  the  transfer  of  national  forest  lands 
to  the  State  of  California  or  to  private  lumber 
interests  as  a  part  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  transactions.  We  feel  this  general  prin¬ 
ciple  must  be  upheld  always. 

“It  has  been  the  long-standing  position 
of  the  Government,  and  I  know  you  are  in 
agreement  with“this,  that  the  national  for¬ 
ests  should  be  maintained  intact  and  that 
when  private  timberlands  are  needed  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  public  interest, 
payment  should  be  in  cash  and  not  in  kind. 
I  agree  with  this  principle  and  you  need 
have  no  concern  on  this  point  insofar  as  the 
Administration  is  concerned.” 

The  national  conservation  leaders  ex¬ 
pressed  their  support  of  Udall’s  statement  of 
the  Administration’s  position  in  his  letter  to 
Senator  Anderson. 

The  conservationists  said  they  also  en¬ 
dorsed  fully  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Orville 
L.  Freeman’s  statement  in  a  letter  of  October 
20  sent  to  Senators:  “Using  national  forest 
lands  for  trading  stock  in  this  important 
case  endangers  land  administered  by  the 
Forest  Service  all  over  the  country.  It  threat¬ 
ens  the  integrity  of  the  national  forests,  a 
principle  of  long  standing. 

“It  would  open  the  flood  gates.  Right  now, 
and  repeatedly  in  the  past,  there  have  been 
made  demands  in  other  parts  of  the  country 
that  national  forest  lands  be  used  to  pay 
for  parks,  or  for  reservoirs,  or  for  highway 
rights-of-way.  Any  and  every  instance  of 
such  a  taking  of  national  forest  land  makes 
the  later  pressures  that  much  harder  to 
resist. 

“This  is  why  past  actions  of  Congress  have 
resoundingly  rejected  use  of  national  for¬ 
est  lands  for  this  kind  of  trade-off.” 

The  conservationists  said  they  are  in  full 
support  of  Senator  Anderson’s  announced 
amendment  to  the  Redwood  Park  bill,  due 
for  Senate  consideration  early  next  week. 
It  would  delete  reference  to  the  national  for¬ 
est  lands.  They  say  most  of  the  nation’s  con¬ 
servationists  want  the  Congress  to  appropri¬ 


ate  the  necessary  funds  to  buy  the  new  park 
instead  of  trading  off  national  forest  lands. 

In  his  comments  on  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee’s  bill,  Anderson,  one-time  chairman  of 
the  Committee  and  a  widely  respected  con¬ 
servation  legislator,  described  the  forced  for¬ 
est  trade  as  a  “kind  of  robbing  Peter  to  pay 
Paul.”  Except  for  the  trade  of  national  for¬ 
est  lands,  the  conservationists  said  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee’s  Redwood  Park  bill  is  much 
superior  to  the  smaller  park  recommended 
earlier  this  year  by  the  Administration.  The 
Committee’s  park  would  be  located  where  the 
best  virgin  redwoods  are,  the  conservation¬ 
ists  pointed  out,  and  would  save  more  acres 
of  the  big  trees  than  would  the  Adminis¬ 
tration’s  plan.  The  conservationists  have 
regularly  supported  an  even  larger  park  than 
that  proposed  by  the  Senate  Committee,  but 
said  that  the  compromise  bill  is  acceptable 
except  for  the  suggestion  that  national  for¬ 
est  lands  be  used  as  trading  stock  for  the 
new  park. 

Such  a  trade,  they  say,  would  make  na¬ 
tional  forest  and  other  managed  public  lands 
vulnerable  to  trading  everywhere  they  occur. 

American  Forestry  Association,  Kenneth 
B.  Pomeroy,  Chief  Forester;  Izaak  Wal¬ 
ton  League  of  America,  Joseph  W.  Pen¬ 
fold,  Conservation  Director;  National 
Wildlife  Federation,  Thomas  L.  Kim¬ 
ball,  Executive  Secretary;  Sport  Fish¬ 
ing  Institute,  Philip  A.  Douglas,  Exec¬ 
utive  Secretary;  Wildlife  Manage¬ 
ment  Institute,  Ira  N.  Gabrielson,  Pres¬ 
ident. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  here  again 
the  record  is  clear  that  I  have  in  my 
speech  today  simply  associated  myself 
with  the  viewpoint  of  these  conserva¬ 
tion  leaders  in  respect  of  the  land  ex¬ 
change  provisions  of  the  bill.  I  think 
they  are  right  and  that  is  why  I  have 
made  clear  that  I  am  going  to  support 
the  Anderson  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  two  more  items. 
Under  date  of  July  13,  1967,  Secretary 
Udall  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  letter  may 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  follows : 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 

Washington,  July  13,  1967. 
Hon.  Cunton  P.  Anderson,^ 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Anderson:  President  John¬ 
son  asked  me  to  reply  to  your  letter  about 
the  Redwod  National  Park  proposal  in 
which  you  urged  that  we  not  trade  off  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  lands  in  an  effort  to  establish 
a  Redwood  National  Park. 

There  have  been  extensive  discussions  be¬ 
tween  State  officials  and  representatives  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture.  The 
subject  you  raise  has  been  thoroughly  aired. 
The  position  of  the  Administration  is  firm 
against  the  transfer  of  National  Forest  lands 
to  the  State  of  California  or  to  private  lum¬ 
ber  interests  as  part  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  transactions.  We  feel  this  general  prin¬ 
ciple  must  be  upheld  always. 

It  has  been  the  long-standing  position  of 
the  Government,  and  I  know  you  are  in  agree¬ 
ment  with  this,  that  the  National  Forests 
should  be  maintained  intact  and  that  when 
private  timberlands  are  needed  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  the  public  interest,  pay¬ 
ment  should  be  in  cash  and  not  in  kind.  I 
agree  with  this  principle  and  you  need  have 
no  concern  on  this  point  insofar  as  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  concerned. 

In  this  connection,  you  may  be  Interested 
In  the  letter  of  June  22,  1967  to  Senator 
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Jackson  from  the  Deputy  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  which  discusses  this 
question  in  some  detail  and  makes  clear  the 
Administration’s  (position. 

Sincerely, 

Stewart  L.  Udall, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  letter 
sets  forth  some  views  of  the  Secretary 
of  Interior  that  I  think  very  pertinent  to 
the  discussion  of  the  issues  that  I  have 
raised  in  my  speech. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  the  letter  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  to  the  President, 
dated  June  26,  1967,  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate,  Committee  on  Aero¬ 
nautical  and  Space  Sciences, 

June  26,  1967. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Partly  due  to  the 
Dodd  matter,  the  Senate  has  been  upset  on 
our  schedules,  and  I  am  very  much  afraid  we 
are  going  to  be  delayed  considerably  in  pass¬ 
ing  all  the  appropriations  bills  and  other 
needed  legislation.  One  of  my  worries  has 
been  that  in  the  final  windup  before  the 
July  4  holiday  we  will  miss  careful  action  on 
the  proposal  for  a  Redwood  National  Park. 

I  have  gone  over  the  suggestions  on  some 
of  these  redwood  proposals,  and  I  appreciate 
the  fact  that  you  have  had  excellent  advice. 
I  know  that  Laurance  Rockefeller  has  helped, 
and  he  is  one  of  the  most  dedicated  conserva¬ 
tionists  that  I  know.  However,  I  am  not  sure 
that  the  Sierra  Club  members  in  and 
around  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  have  been 
agreeable  to  the  trading  suggestions  which 
have  been  made. 

My  particular  worry  is  that  trading  might 
create  some  precedents  which  would  be  hard 
to  overturn  and  which  I  believe  are  unde¬ 
sirable.  Apparently  the  State  of  California 
would  be  asked  to  turn  over  to  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  redwood  forest  some 
30,000  acres  in  two  existing  state  parks.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  count  the  cost 
and  see  if  the  State  of  California  has  asked 
for  too  much  in  the  final  transaction. 

I  feel  that  the  turning  over  of  30,000  acres 
of  state  land  now  in  existing  state  parks 
must  be  balanced  by  pay  from  the  Federal 
Government  to  the  state.  This  arrangement 
would  give  the  state  an  opportunity  to  drive 
a  hard  bargain.  Governor  Reagan  is  alert  to 
this  possibility  and  may  have  requests  to 
exchange  forest  land  which  possibly  should 
not  be  traded. 

I  know  you  are  familiar  with  this  whole 
situation  and  have  asked  many  people  to 
see  what  is  involved.  But  my  attention  has 
been  called  to  the  fact  that  Governor  Reagan 
submitted  to  Congressman  Aspinall  on  May  3 
a  letter  which  sets  forth  the  price  demanded 
by  the  State  of  California.  The  Governor’s 
letter,  plus  subsequent  conversations,  make 
it  very  clear  he  considers  trading  to  Califor¬ 
nia  the  14,500  acres  in  the  national  forest 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  as  an  es¬ 
sential  part  of  the  state  price. 

My  fear  is  that  the  people  who  are  trying 
to  save  the  redwoods  and  want  to  create  a 
fine  national  park  might  agree  to  trade  off 
these  national  forest  lands  as  part  of  the 
price  of  getting  national  park  support  from 
the  state.  I  think  that  such  a  trade  might 
tend  to  become  a  precedent  for  other  forest 
lands  to  be  used  to  pay  for  other  national 
parks.  People  might  want  to  swap  forest 
lands  for  highways,  for  reservoirs,  or  to  pay 
off  Indian  claims,  and  it  might  cause  serious 
embarrassment  if  such  requests  should  be 
made  and  the  trades  completed. 


If  we  can  say  now  that  we  would  not  trade 
forest  lands  for  parks  of  any  kind,  then  I 
think  that  we  will  be  safer  and  the  national 
interest  would  be  protected. 

I  am  not  trying  to  say  that  this  is  a  new 
position.  A  reservoir  trade-off  proposal  was 
seriously  advanced  as  H.R.  4646  in  the  83rd 
Congress.  It  was  defeated  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  But  we  can  find  numerous  instances 
where  owners  have  been  asked  by  letter  to 
be  repaid  in  kind  for  land  needed  for  high¬ 
way  purposes. 

I  am  not  sure  if  this  letter  covers  exactly 
what  I  am  thinking.  My  main  worry  is  that  if 
national  parks  are  to  be  created,  they  should 
be  financed  from  private  gifts  and  public 
money,  but  not  by  trade. 

This  letter  has  not  been  written  to  criticize 
anybody.  I  refer  to  Governor  Reagan  only 
because  he  is  the  Governor  of  California  and 
has  a  responsibility  to  his  citizens.  His  letter 
of  May  3,  1967  to  Congressman  Wayne  As¬ 
pinall  says : 

“We  have  developed  eight  general  princi¬ 
ples  that  we  in  California  submit  for  your 
consideration  with  the  hope  that  they  will 
be  incorporated  into  any  final  plan  for  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park.” 

Then  Governor  Reagan  very  properly  lists 
his  eight  general  principles;  the  second  which 
is: 

“Exchange  in  fee  title  of  state  park  lands 
to  be  incorporated  into  a  national  park  for 
currently-owned  federal  lands  suitable  for 
park  and  recreational  purposes  in  our  state 
system.” 

The  third  principle  is : 

“Exchange  in  fee  title  of  privately-owned 
timberlands  for  like  kind  of  property  accom¬ 
plished  through  negotiation  rather  than  con¬ 
demnation.  Where  cash  transactions  are  nec¬ 
essary,  the  payment  period  for  private  prop¬ 
erty  taken  should  ideally  be  funded  in  the 
minimum  number  of  years  required  for  max¬ 
imum  tax  advantage.” 

I  only  suggest  to  you  that  the  new  prin¬ 
ciple  of  exchange  can  be  harmful,  I  think, 
and  I  would  watch  it  very  carefully. 

In  1949  I  suggested  what  is  now  known  as 
the  Anderson-Mansfield  Act  by  which  I 
wanted  to  preserve  the  forests  and  protect 
them  in  any  way  I  could.  I  want  to  continue 
that  protection,  but  I  feel  that  we  could  give 
too  great  a  payment  on  an  exchange  basis. 
If  we  want  to  obtain  the  redwoods  by  trade 
we  could  make  bad  trades  and  hence  be  in¬ 
volved  in  a  worse  situation  than  in  estab¬ 
lishing  these  parks. 

Let  the  park  people  come  in  with  a  pro¬ 
posal  to  acquire,  not  a  proposal  to  trade.  We 
may  have  to  shrink  the  boundaries  of  the 
park  because  purchases  could  be  too  high. 
But  we  will  be  better  off  shrinking  the  boun¬ 
daries  than  to  start  trading  forest  land  from 
the  Federal  Government  to  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  At  least  that  is  my  feeling,  and  I  hope 
your  excellent  advisors  and  helpers  will  count 
carefully  the  entire  cost  of  the  program.  It 
is  my  desire  that  trading  federal  forest  lands 
to  states  will  not  be  supported. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  there  Is 
nothing  privileged  about  this  letter.  It 
has  received  wide  public  dissemination, 
but  it  should  be  a  part  of  the  legislative 
record  of  this  debate.  The  letter  sets 
forth  some  of  Senator  Anderson’s  views 
in  regard  to  some  of  the  issues  I  have 
raised  in  my  speech  this  afternoon. 

I  highly  commend  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  for  not  only 
the  record  he  has  made  in  connection 
with  the  pending  legislation,  but  also  for 
the  great  record  he  has  made  over  the 
years  as  a  Member  of  the  Senate  in  his 
various  capacities,  Including  serving  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Interior 
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and  Insular  Affairs,  which  position  is 
now  so  ably  filled  also  by  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson], 

I  want  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Jackson]  and  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  to  know  that 
any  views  that  I  have  expressed  about 
the  bill  this  afternoon  have  not  expressed 
the  slightest  degree  of  criticism,  direct  or 
indirect,  of  their  leadership  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  bill. 

Quite  to  the  contrary,  we  have  differ¬ 
ences  of  opinion  to  a  degree  as  to  how 
best  to  carry  out  the  objectives  that  the 
Senator  from  Washington  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  have  in  mind  in  re¬ 
lation  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say  as  I  close, 
as  I  said  in  the  beginning  of  my  speech, 
that  I  have  nothing  but  the  highest  com¬ 
mendation  for  their  leadership  on  this 
subject  matter.  I  hope  that  tomorrow, 
after  they  have  had  an  opportunity  to 
scan  at  least,  and  their  staff  to  analyze 
the  points  of  view  I  have  expressed  in 
this  speech,  we  might  be  able  to  come 
to  an  understanding  at  least  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  some  of  my  suggestions  and 
find  them  acceptable  to  take  to  confer¬ 
ence. 

I  have  explained  to  the  majority  leader 
that  I  prefer  not  to  offer  my  proposals 
in  amendment  form  tonight  but  to  offer 
them  tomorrow  when  other  Members 
of  the  Senate  will  have  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  scan  my  remarks,  if  they  care 
to. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  about  to  yield  the 
floor,  unless  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  or  the  Senator  from  California  wish 
to  make  inquiry  of  me. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
able  friend  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  knows  my  feel¬ 
ings  for  him,  my  respect  for  him,  and  my 
respect  for  his  leadership  in  conserva¬ 
tion.  I  also  realize  that  I  would  be  hard 
put  to  persuade  my  friend  to  change  his 
mind  on  the  amendment.  But  I  do  want 
to  say  this,  in  all  sincerity.  I  have  lived 
with  the  problem  of  fashioning  this  bill 
for  the  greater  part  of  three  years.  As  my 
colleague  knows,  there  have  been  all  sorts 
of  cross-currents  involved  in  trying  to 
fashion  it.  Even  among  good,  sound  con¬ 
servationists  whom  the  Senator  and  I 
both  respect,  there  were  divergencies  of 
view  as  to  park  location,  park  size,  and 
the  merits  of  park  acquisition.  Under  the 
leadership  of  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Jackson],  and  the  chairman  of  thd 
Subcommittee  on  Parks,  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible],  we  finally  be¬ 
came  convinced,  with  the  aid  of  our  ex¬ 
cellent  staff  on  both  sides,  majority  and 
minority,  that  the  best  way  to  proceed 
would  be  to  attempt  to  concentrate  on  the 
acquisition  of  superlative  old  growth 
virgin  redwoods,  and  that  we  should 
meet  the  fears  of  potential  unemploy¬ 
ment  in  the  areas  where  the  park  would 
be  located,  by  using  this  purchase  unit 
which  has  been  logged  and  which  is  being 
logged  by  private  operators  to  acquire 
private  land  for  the  park  by  exchange. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  introduced  the 
bill  recommended  by  the  Save  the  Red- 
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woods  League  and  endorsed  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  it  had  in  it  a  provision  for 
“in  lieu”  payments  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  the  county  of  Del  Norte. 
Those  “in  lieu”  payments  were  to  con¬ 
tinue  a  number  of  years  in  an  effort  to 
cushion  the  economic  shock  which  it  was 
alleged  would  come  to  Del  Norte  County 
if,  of  a  sudden,  the  areas  in  private  lum¬ 
ber  company  hands  were  to  be  taken  over 
by  the  Government  for  cash. 

As  my  able  friend  knows,  there  were 
those  on  the  committee  and  those  in  the 
Senate  who  opposed  the  idea  of  “in  lieu” 
payments.  One  of  the  reasons  which 
prompted  us  to  use  the  purchase  unit  was 
that  it  became  easier  to  reject  the  “in 
lieu”  payment  provisions  if  damage  to 
the  industry  could  be  minimized  through 
exchanges.  We  also  realized  that  in  these 
times,  no  matter  how  worthy — and  this 
1s  a  worthy  project — no  matter  how 
worthy  a  national  park  project  might  be, 
it  would  be  difficult  to  persuade  some  of 
our  colleagues  that  $100  million  should 
be  expended  in  this  fashion.  By  using 
the  purchase  unit,  we  would  minimize 
the  direct  cost. 

For  these  and  other  reasons,  we  fash¬ 
ioned  the  pending  bill.  I  say  that,  leading 
up  to  the  one  point  I  am  going  to  make 
to  my  friend — and  it  may  not  make  a 
difference,  but  I  do  want  him  to  consider 
it — that  the  pending  bill  Is  endorsed  by 
the  Save  the  Redwoods  League  which 
sponsored  the  other  bill  and  is  endorsed 
by  the  Sierra  Club  which  has,  over  the 
years,  devoted  itself  to  the  cause  of  a 
Redwood  National  Park. 

In  that  connection,  I  inserted  in  the 
Record  earlier,  but  I  am  going  to  reread, 
the  words  of  the  distinguished  president 
of  the  Sierra  Club,  Dr.  Edgar  Wayburn, 
of  San  Francisco,  on  this  very  point: 

The  key  to  the  financing  of  the  compro¬ 
mise  bill  of  the  Committee  is  use  of  the 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit,  which  the 
Federal  Government  now  owns,  on  an  ex¬ 
change  basis  to  acquire  needed  parkland. 

The  unit  itself  does  not  lend  itself  to  park 
management.  The  Committee  felt,  and  we 
agree,  that  it  makes  good  sense  to  phase  out 
this  abortive  redwood  program  to  enable  the 
National  Park  program  to  succeed.  No  ad¬ 
verse  precedent  is  intended  as  these  lands 
are  not  regular  forest  lands  and  have  never 
served  their  intended  purpose. 

I  only  say  this,  in  that  connection,  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon, 
that  the  quotation  from  the  president  of 
the  Sierra  Club  accurately  reflects  the 
intentions  of  those  of  us  who  sincerely 
believe  that  this  bill  in  its  present  form 
may  be  the  last  hope  we  have  of  saving 
the  redwoods,  which  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  so  eloquently  described. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  want  the  Senator  from 
California  to  know  that  his  viewpoint  on 
any  matter  always  receives  my  very  care¬ 
ful  consideration. 

IJcnow  the  point  of  view  of  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Sierra  Club.  I  have  studied 
that  point  of  view.  I  have  ended  up  find¬ 
ing  myself  convinced  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson!  and 
the  other  conservationist  groups  whom 
I  have  quoted  from  extensively  this 
afternoon.  I  am  going  to  vote  for  the  bill, 
whatever  its  final  form  is.  I  seek  only  to 
do  what  I  think  would  perfect  the  bill. 
There  we  have  a  difference  of  opinion  on 
policy. 


As  I  stated  at  some  length  this  after¬ 
noon,  and  will  only  mention  now  in  a 
broad  brush  stroke,  I  think  that  one  of 
the  things  I  do  not  like  about  this,  with¬ 
out  the  protection  I  have  pleaded  for,  is 
the  taking  out  of  the  sustained  yield 
timber  that  would  result.  I  think  it  should 
be  part  of  the  sustained  yield.  I  think 
that  is  part  of  the  conservation  program. 
If  I  am  correct  in  my  facts,  and  I  do  not 
specify  it  in  great  detail,  but  if  I  am  cor¬ 
rect  in  my  facts,  the  result  of  the  ex¬ 
change  would  be  to  reduce  the  ownership 
of  this  tract  into  a  very  limited  number 
of  new  owners,  whereas  at  the  present 
time  a  series  of  small  companies  have 
access  to  this  Federal  timber.  To  me,  that 
is  a  very  important  matter.  But  I  want 
to  assure  the  Senator  that  before  I  come 
to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  tomorrow,  I 
am  going  to  reexamine  the  position  he 
has  taken.  I  do  not  want  to  give  him  any 
false  encouragement  because  I  have 
studied  this  at  such  depth  that  I  think 
there  is  really  a  policy  problem  here  to 
which  I  do  not  want  to  make  an  ex¬ 
ception. 

I  know  he  believes  that  no  precedent 
will  be  established.  Too  many  times  in 
the  Senate  I  have  seen  a  claim  made  that 
no  precedent  would  be  established,  but 
that  it  then  became  a  precedent.  I  am 
talking  about  past  experience.  It  would 
always  be  brought  up  again. 

All  I  can  say,  as  of  tonight.  Is  that  I 
appreciate,  as  usual,  the  Senator’s 
courtesy  and  fairness  in  debate  when  he 
disagrees  with  somebody.  It  is  so  typical 
of  the  Senator  from  California.  His  view 
deserves  exactly  what  I  told  him  I  would 
give  it.  I  will  reexamine  it  and  meet  with 
my  advisers  again,  including  conserva¬ 
tion  advisers,  and  then  cast  my  vote.  If 
I  were  to  vote  this  minute,  I  would  vote 
for  the  Anderson  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  and  the  act¬ 
ing  majority  leader  [Mr.  Byrd  of  West 
Virginia] ,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Jackson]  came  over  to  my  desk  and 
restated  an  understanding  that  he  is 
willing  to  enter  into. 

I  do  not  have  the  amendment  in  writ¬ 
ten  form,  may  I  say  to  the  Parliamen¬ 
tarian,  but  in  my  argument  I  urged  the 
public  interest  criterion  be  written  into 
the  bill  on  page  3,  line  18. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  said 
that  if  I  offered  that  amendment  to¬ 
night,  it  would  be  acted  on.  I  want  to 
cooperate  and  get  out  of  the  way  all  the 
business  that  we  can  tonight. 

The  amendment  would  be  on  line  18, 
of  page  3,  after  the  word  “California”, 
to  insert  “except  property  needed  for 
public  use  and  management.” 

If  the  Parliamentarian  will  write  out 
that  language,  I  will  repeat  it  for  him: 
“except  property  needed  for  public  use 
and  management.” 

I  understand  the  clerk  has  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  ask  that  the  amendment  be 
stated.  I  am  ready  for  action  on  it.  I 
have  no  more  to  say  about  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  pending  amendment  be 
temporarily  laid  aside? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  pending  amendment  is 
temporarily  laid  aside. 

The  clerk  will  state  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  pro¬ 
posed,  on  page  3,  line  18,  after  “Califor¬ 
nia”  to  insert  a  comma  and  the  follow¬ 
ing  language:  “except  property  needed 
for  public  use  and  management,”. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
conferred  with  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee  [Mr.  Kuchel]. 
We  both  agree  that  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon 
would  improve  the  bill.  We  are,  there¬ 
fore,  pleased  to  accept  the  amendment 
as  proposed. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
thank  both  Senators  very  much.  I  offered 
it  only  because  I  thought  it  improved 
the  bill  and  would  be  helpful  to  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do 
Senators  yield  back  their  time  under  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  been  yielded 
back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  section  2 
of  S.  2515  indicates  that  the  boundaries 
of  the  park  shall  be  as  generally  depicted 
on  drawing  No.  NP-RED-7112,  dated  Oc¬ 
tober  1967,  on  file  in  the  National  Park 
Service  offices.  While  it  can  be  said  that 
the  sentence  in  section  2  which  gives  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  power  to  re¬ 
vise  the  boundaries  from  time  to  time 
would  authorize  him  to  revise  the  bound¬ 
aries  to  include  up  to  64,000  acres  of  pri¬ 
vate  land,  that  is,  to  draw  boundaries  so 
as  to  exclude  the  State  parks,  it  is  clearly 
the  intention  of  the  committee  that  the 
power  of  the  Secretary  is  only  to  make 
minor  adjustments  in  the  plan  depicted 
in  the  previously  mentioned  drawing. 

The  committee  report  on  S.  2515  states 
on  page  24 : 

The  purpose  of  the  authority  given  the 
Secretary  to  revise  boundaries,  is  to  make 
relatively  minor  adjustments  where  necessary 
or  desirable  from  the  standpoint  of  admin¬ 
istration  or  land  acquisition.  The  Secretary 
is  not  authorized  to  depart  from  the  general 
boundaries  described  in  the  bill  to  make  ma¬ 
jor  acquisitions  which  would  change  the 
character  of  the  Park  or  the  emphasis  the 
committee  has  placed  on  various  watersheds. 

If  there  was  confusion  regarding  this 
matter,  I  am  sure  that  the  report  and 
this  discussion  clarify  it  beyond  dispute. 

On  another  question,  concern  has  been 
expressed  that  the  park  boundaries,  as 
presently  drawn,  will  deprive  some  com¬ 
panies  of  access  to  timber  holdings  on 
the  edge  of  the  park.  It  is  not  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee — and  I  speak  as 
the  ranking  minority  member — or  the 
sponsors  of  the  bill  that  logging  be  pro¬ 
hibited  in  areas  outside  of  the  bound¬ 
aries,  and  we  urge  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  in  administering  the  park, 
make  every  effort,  consistent  with  the 
principles  of  sound  park  management, 
to  allow  timber  companies  reasonable  ac¬ 
cess  through  park  lands  so  that  they  may 
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engage  in  economical  logging  outside  of 
the  park.  This  may  involve  transporta¬ 
tion  of  logs  over  park  roads,  but  this 
can,  I  believe,  be  done  in  a  manner  and 
at  a  time  which  will  not  interfere  with 
good  park  management  practices. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  committee,  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  legislative  history  of  the 
matter  referred  to  by  the  able  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  committee  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  I  will  say  that  his  understand¬ 
ing  with  respect  to  these  two  matters  as 
stated  is  correct. 

CUTTING  MORATORIUM 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  7,  1966,  the  chairman  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  [Mr.  Jackson]  and  I  were  priv¬ 
ileged  to  announce  that  four  major  red¬ 
wood  companies,  owning  land  within 
the  boundaries  of  various  redwood  park 
proposals,  had  agreed  to  a  1-year  mora¬ 
torium  on  cutting  that  would  jeopardize 
the  park  proposals. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
texts  of  the  communications  from  the 
companies  to  the  committee,  and  my 
statement  announcing  the  moratorium, 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  commu¬ 
nications  and  statement  were  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Ragan  &  Mason, 

Washington,  D.C.,  September  8, 1966. 
Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Jackson:  I  have  been  au¬ 
thorized  to  advise  you,  on  behalf  of  the  Miller 
Redwood  Company,  as  follows: 

Our  logging  plans  call  for  a  seasonal  move 
of  our  operation  from  the  low,  drier  areas 
during  the  summer  months,  to  the  higher 
hill  and  mountain  areas  that  are  well  drained 
in  the  winter  months.  This  move  was  sched¬ 
uled  to  take  place  this  year,  as  every  year, 
when  the  rainy  season  starts.  However,  out 
of  deference  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  to  you  as  Chairman  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  of  the 
Senate,  and  to  Congressman  Wayne  Aspinall 
as  Chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  we  wiU  im¬ 
mediately  cease  cutting  down  trees  in  the 
area  near  the  alleged  park-type  Redwoods 
on  the  flats  which  are  adjacent  to  the  Jede- 
diah  Smith  State  Park.  This  is  the  area  that 
has  been  indicated  to  be  vital  to  any  con¬ 
sideration  of  a  park  proposal  as  contemplated 
by  S.  2962. 

This  will  involve,  at  no  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  moving  our  operation  to  steeper 
areas  containing  smaller  and  non  park-like 
trees,  with  a  substantial  amount  of  Douglas 
fir  timber.  This  mixture  of  species  should 
supply  enough  timber  this  winter  to  both 
the  sawmill  and  veneer  plant  to  enable  us 
to  keep  our  employees  working.  It  should 
be  emphasized  that  this  timber  can  in  no 
way  be  construed  as  park-type  caliber.  Be¬ 
fore  we  would  return  to  the  controversial 
area  noted  above,  we  agree  we  will  consult 
with  both  you  and  Congressman  Aspinall. 

During  this  winter  season  we  intend — 
and  again  at  no  cost  to  the  Government — to 
be  moving  toward  the  areas  that  are  outside 
of  the*  so-called  Administration-proposed 
boundaries. 

We  believe  this  program  will  give  Congress 
more  than  a  sufficient  time  to  deliberate  the 
establishment  and  location  of  a  Redwood 
National  Park  without  in  any  way  endanger¬ 
ing  the  alleged  park  potential  of  this  area — 


a  potential,  of  course,  which  we  do  not  agree 
with. 

It  does  appear  from  the  above  advices  that 
we  are  authorized  to  submit  that  the  Miller 
Redwood  Company  has  again  evidenced  an 
attempt  to  be  cooperative. 

Very  truly  yours, 

William  P.  Ragan, 
Counsel  for  Miller  Redwood  Co. 


National  Forest  Products 

Association, 

Washington,  D.C.,  September  7,  1966. 
Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  Senate  Office  Building,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Jackson:  The  President  of 
the  Areata  Redwood  Company  at  Areata, 
California,  phoned  me  to  give  you  the  fol¬ 
lowing  message  immediately: 

“The  Areata  Redwood  Company  is  not  now 
logging  in  the  Redwood  Creek  Watershed 
and  is  agreeable  to  holding  off  operations  in 
the  area  for  one  year  pending  further  study 
of  park  alternatives.  We  are  willing  to  dis¬ 
cuss  with  you  and  other  officials  conditions 
pertaining  to  our  property.  This  does  not 
mean  we  are  endorsing  currently  proposed 
park  legislation.  We  consider  the  present 
California  State  Park  system  outstanding 
when  the  additional  superlative  trees  now 
reserved  for  park  purposes  by  various  timber 
companies  are  add. — Howard  A.  Libbey,  Pres¬ 
ident,  Areata  Redwood  Company,  Areata, 
California.” 

This  communication  may  be  used  as  you 
see  fit. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph  D.  Hodges,  Jr., 

Vice  President,  Government  Relations. 

September  7,  1966. 
Senator  Henry  Jackson, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

It  has  been  the  longstanding  policy  of 
Georgia-Pacific  Corp.  that  the  special  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  Corporation,  its  employees  and 
their  families  must  be  sacrificed  if  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  requires  it.  We  earnestly  be¬ 
lieve  however  that  this  national  interest 
must  be  clearly  established  before  such  a 
sacrifice  is  required.  Under  pending  Redwood 
National  Park  proposals  Georgia-Pacific 
Corp.  could  lose  as  much  as  75  percent  of  its 
timber  reserves  in  the  redwood  region.  This 
loss  would  jeopardize  our  entire  industrial 
complex  in  Humboldt  County  representing 
1,500  jobs  and  annual  payroll  of  $8  million. 

Our  opposition  to  the  further  acquisition 
of  privately  held  timberlands  for  Redwood 
Park  purposes  is  a  matter  of  record  with  you 
and  the  Congress.  All  of  the  parklike  groves 
are  already  preserved  in  existing  parks  or  are 
voluntarily  set  aside  by  industry  awaiting 
public  acquisition.  Existing  Redwood  Parks 
are  largely  unused  and  undeveloped.  Most  of 
our  Redwood  Creek  holdings  are  commercial 
timberlands  which  are  unsuitable  for  na¬ 
tional  park  purposes. 

Nevertheless  we  recognize  that  some  peo¬ 
ple  believe  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  es¬ 
tablish  a  National  Redwood  Park  on  our  land 
and  that  they  are  concerned  our  harvesting 
operations  might  impair  the  alleged  parklike 
quality  of  the  land  pending  congressional 
action.  We  wish  to  let  you  know  Georgia- 
Pacific  Corp.  is  and  always  has  been  willing 
to  work  out  any  reasonable  adjustment  in 
our  harvesting  program  on  our  redwood 
lands  in  order  to  minimize  cutting  in  pro¬ 
posed  Redwood  Park  areas.  We  believe  a  1- 
year  period  would  give  everyone  sufficient 
time  to  study  carefully  the  needs  for  more 
Redwood  Parks  and  the  suitability  or  un¬ 
suitability  of  our  land  for  such  parks. 

Georgia-Pacific  Corp., 

Gray  Evans, 

Vice  President. 


October  31,  1967 

Simpson  Timber  Co., 
Seattle,  Wash.,  September  8, 1966. 
Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Interior  Committee, 
Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Jackson:  Simpson  Timber 
Company  is  responsible  for  2,000  employees 
and  their  families  in  the  Redwood  Region  of 
Northern  California.  We  are  also  a  partner  in 
the  Crown  Simpson  Pulp  Mill  at  Eureka, 
Calif,  which  will  begin  operating  in  October, 
providing  an  additional  500  jobs  in  supply 
and  manufacturing'of  pulp  from  sawmill  and 
plywood  leftovers. 

Our  consideration  of  park  expansion  affect¬ 
ing  lands  which  provide  employment  for  our 
people  must  at  all  times  protect  their  wel¬ 
fare,  the  needs  of  our  national  and  inter¬ 
national  customers  and  our  community 
obligations. 

We  believe  that  the  preservation  of  red¬ 
wood  trees  deserving  of  park  status  has  sub¬ 
stantially  been  accomplished  '  through  the 
creatipn  of  California’s  excellent  state  park 
system.  We  believe,  also,  that  a  redwood  na¬ 
tional  park  whch  would  encompass  superla¬ 
tive  stands  of  redwood  trees  now  being  re¬ 
served  for  park  purposes  could  be  created  in 
a  manner  which  would  make — not  take — 
jobs. 

We  believe  that  a  thorough  and  objective 
Congressional  study  of  national  park  alter¬ 
natives  and  the  economic  requirements  of 
timber-dependent  communities  in  the  Red¬ 
wood  Region  is  essential. 

To  help  provide  a  satisfactory  environment 
for  such  a  study,  Simpson  is  agreeable  to  im¬ 
mediately  discussing  with  appropriate  officials 
conditions  and  procedures  under  which  we 
will  continue  to  defer  harvesting  timber  in 
superlative  stands  of  redwood  trees  critical  to 
areas  seriously  being  considered  for  inclusion 
in  the  national  park  system. 

We  assure  you  of  our  continued  coopera¬ 
tion  in  the  interests  of  an  equitable  solution 
to  redwood  park  problems. 

Sincerely,  . 

Dave  James, 

Vice  President,  Public  Affairs. 


Statement  by  Senator  Kuchel 

The  public  interest  of  the  American  people 
is  well  served  today  and  the  cause  of  sound 
conservation  has  been  advanced.  We  are 
a  little  nearer  to  the  creation  of  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  because  of  the  volun¬ 
tary  action  of  the  lumber  industry.  Congress 
may  proceed  next  January  to  consider  Red¬ 
wood  Park  legislation.  Meanwhile,  the  giant 
and  ancient  trees  in  the  proposed  park  sites 
are  in  no  danger. 

Miller  Redwood  Company  has  agreed  to 
stop  cutting  the  redwoods  from  along  the 
south  boundary  of  the  Jedediah  Smith  State 
Park.  It  will  simply  carry  on  its  logging 
operations  in  other  parts  of  its  properties, 
which  is  all  we  sought  at  this  time.  It  has 
agreed  that  until  Congress  has  had  a  rea¬ 
sonable  time  to  act  on  Redwood  National 
Park  legislation,  it  will  not  cut  in  the  prime 
areas  of  aged  virgin  redwoods.  It  will  not 
shut  down  during  this  period;  no  one  will 
be  out  of  a  job. 

To  their  great  credit,  the  redwood  com¬ 
panies  which  operate  in  the  area  proposed 
by  the  Sierra  Club  for  a  park  have  announced 
that  they  will  voluntarily,  and  at  no  cost 
to  the  American  people,  adjust  their  cutting 
operations  so  that  the  park  value  of  the 
Redwood  Creek  watershed  will  not  be  de¬ 
faced  pending  action  on  a  Redwood  National 
Park  bill.  These  companies  are  Georgia  Pa¬ 
cific  Corporation,  Simpson  Timber  Company, 
and  Areata  Redwood  Company. 

In  its  telegram  to  me  this  morning, 
Georgia-Pacific  Corporation  stated: 

“It  has  been  the  long-standing  policy  of 
Georgia  Pacific  Corporation  that  the  special 
interests  of  the  Corporation,  its  employees 
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and  their  families  must  be  sacrificed  if  the 
national  Interest  requires  it.”  I  salute  it. 

Mlller-Relllm  apparently  will  cut  about  100 
acres  of  what  it  describes  as  ‘‘non-park  qual¬ 
ity”  trees  this  winter,  but  it  has  agreed  to 
consult  with  the  National  Park  Service  on 
the  location  of  this  cutting.  It  has  also 
agreed  to  consult  with  the  Chairmen  of  the 
House  and  Senate  Interior  Committees  be¬ 
fore  moving  back  into  the  prime  stands  about 
which  I  have  been  concerned  over  recent 
months. 

As  the  Chairman  has  indicated,  we  can 
look  toward  early  passage  of  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  bill  in  the  next  session  of  Con- 
gres.  Areas  of  disagreement  still  exist  on 
where  and  how  big  the  park  should  be.  The 
Save-the-Redwoods  League,  the  National  Au¬ 
dubon  Society,  the  California  Division  of  the 
Izak  Walton  League,  the  National  Geo¬ 
graphic  Society,  Mr.  Laurence  Rockefeller, 
and  other  distinguished  conservationists 
favor  the  bill  which  I  introduced  on  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson’s  recommendation.  Governor 
Brown  of  California  also  favors  this  bill.  The 
good  people  of  the  Sierra  Club  and  other  con¬ 
servation  organizations  favor  a  vastly  larger 
park  located  in  a  different  area. 

I  believe  the  national  interest  requires  a 
great  Redwood  National  Park  for  the  benefit 
and  enjoyment  of  the  American  people.  I 
also  believe  that  the  national  interest  re¬ 
quires  the  conservation  organizations  of  this 
country  to  set  aside  their  differences  and  to 
agree  on  a  park  site  which  will  do  justice  to 
the  majesty  of  these  centuries  old  trees, 
while  protecting  the  timber-based  life  and 
economy  of  the  north  coast  region  of  my 
State  of  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  late  this 
summer,  the  chairman  and  I  wired  the 
four  companies  to  request  an  extension 
of  the  moratorium.  The  companies 
agreed.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  telegram,  In  which  the  chairman 
and  I  joined  and  the  responses  which 
we  received  from  the  companies,  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  are  as  follows: 

Senate  Interior  Committee, 

August  30, 1967. 

G.  Gray  Evans, 

Vice  President  Georgia-Pacific  Corp., 
Portland,  Or  eg.: 

Harold  A.  Miller, 

President  Miller-Rellim  Lumber  Co., 

Portland,  Oreg.: 

Starr  W.  Reed 

Vice  President,  Simpson  Timber  Co., 

Seattle,  Wash.: 

Robert  O.  Dehlendorf  n. 

President,  Areata  National  Corp., 

Palo  Alto,  Calif.: 

We  expect  the  Senate  to  act  on  a  Redwoods 
National  Park  bill  before  adjournment  of 
the  Congress  this  year.  Therefore,  we  request 
the  continued  cooperation  of  your  company 
in  extending,  for  the  balance  of  this  session 
of  the  Congress,  the  expiration  date  of  the 
understanding  reached  with  you  last  year 
affecting  lumber  operations  in  areas  in¬ 
volved  in  pending  park  bills.  Your  continued 
forbearance  in  the  public  interest  will  be  ap¬ 
preciated  by  this  committee. 

Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman, 
Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Ranking  Minority  Members, 
Senate  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee. 


Portland,  Oreg., 
September  1, 1967. 
Senator  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Senator  Henry  M.  Jackson  : 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

In  reply  to  your  wire  asking  extension  of 
the  understanding  which  we  proposed  on 
Sept.  7  last  year  for  certain  redwood  timber- 
lands,  let  me  say  that  the  terms  of  the  un¬ 
derstanding  are  imposing  a  burden.  Contin¬ 
uance  of  this  is  not  in  the  interest  of  good 
forest  management.  We  are  aware  of  the 
complexities  of  the  problem  but  had  hoped 
that  a  year  would  be  sufficient  time  to  de¬ 
cide  if  a  need  for  more  than  the  140,000  acres 
of  already  preserved  redwood  lands  even  ex¬ 
ists.  We  remain  convinced  that  the  lands  in¬ 
volved  in  the  understanding  are  not  of  Red¬ 
wood  Park  quality,  but  we  shall  abide  by  our 
understanding  for  another  60  days  as  a  rea¬ 
sonable  length  of  time.  This  does  not  mean 
that  at  the  end  of  the  period  the  timber  in¬ 
volved  would  be  harvested.  It  simply  means 
that  Intelligent  management  calculated  to 
maintain  redwood  forests  forever  on  all  the 
land  would  be  put  back  into  effect.  As  your 
consideration  of  the  matter  proceeds,  I  hope 
you  will  consult  us  prior  to  making  final  de¬ 
cisions  if  any  of  our  lands  are  involved. 

Georgia  Pacific  Corp., 

R.  B.  Pamplin, 

President. 


Arcata,  Calif., 
August  31,  1967. 

Hon.  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Interior  Committee,  Sen¬ 
ate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  wire  received  today 
about  Redwood  Park  legislation.  Your  atten¬ 
tion  is  directed  to  a  letter  sent  you  Sept.  8, 
1966  by  Dave  James  vice  president  public 
affairs  of  Simpson  Timber  Co.  in  which  Simp¬ 
son  agreed  to  continue  to  defer  harvesting 
timber  in  superlative  stands  of  redwood  trees 
critical  to  areas  seriously  being  considered 
for  inclusion  in  the  national  park  system. 
You  will  also  recall  a  map  submitted  to  the 
committee  showing  our  logging  plans  in  the 
areas  under  consideration  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest  and  in  the  interest  of  helping  the 
Congress  reach  a  carefully  reasoned  solution 
to  the  park  issue  Simpson  will  continue  to 
cooperate  with  Congress  by  refraining  from 
harvesting  timber  in  the  areas  being  seri¬ 
ously  considered  until  Congress  adjourns 
this  session. 

Sincerely, 

Starr  W.  Reed, 

Vice  President,  Timberlands  Simpson 
Timber  Co. 


Palo  Alto,  Calif., 

September  1, 1967. 

Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman, 

Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Ranking  Minority  Member,  Senate  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

In  reply  to  your  telegraphic  request  of  Au¬ 
gust  30,  1967,  that  our  Arcata  Redwood  Com¬ 
pany  Division  continue  to  refrain  from  log¬ 
ging  in  areas  involved  in  all  pending  alterna¬ 
tive  park  bills,  please  be  advised  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing.  For  the  balance  of  the  first  session 
of  the  ninetieth  Congress,  Arcata  Redwood 
will  continue  not  to  extend  logging  opera¬ 
tions  into  that  property  which  lies  west  of 
U.S.  Highway  101  nor  into  the  main  water¬ 
shed  of  Redwood  Creek  which  is  bounded 
on  the  east  by  the  Bald  Hills  county  road 
and  on  the  west  by  the  main  channel  of  Red¬ 


wood  Creek.  This  agreement  is  not  of  course, 
subject  to  the  following  exception  that,  in 
conformance  with  sound  logging  practices 
and  established  procedure,  logging  crews  may 
be  moved  into  such  areas  to  remove  timber 
felled  or  endangered  by  wind  or  fire  should 
either  event  occur  during  this  period  of 
time. 

In  complying  with  your  request  for  con¬ 
tinued  cooperation,  we  do  so  in  the  trust 
that  the  Federal  Government,  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  the  Redwood  industry  will 
soon  be  able  to  arrive  at  an  equitable  solu¬ 
tion — a  solution  that  strikes  a  sensible  bal¬ 
ance  in  terms  of  the  total  public  interest. 
Such  solution  should  not  be  at  the  expense 
of  the  present  and  future  perpetual  opera¬ 
tion  of  any  single  company,  the  economy 
of  the  area  and  the  livelihood  of  the  people 
who  are  directly  or  indirectly  dependent 
upon  the  Industry’s  survival.  These  people 
more  than  anyone  else  deserve  and  will  wel¬ 
come  an  early  resolution  of  this  problem  that 
has  left  them  in  a  state  of  continuing  un¬ 
certainty  and  anxiety. 

C.  Davis  Weyerhaeuser, 

Chairman  of  the  Board. 

Robert  O.  Dehlendorf, 
President,  Arcata  National  Corp. 

Miller  Redwood  Co., 
Crescent  City,  Calif.,  August  30, 1967. 
Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Jackson:  As  our  Counsel 
has  advised  you  by  separate  correspondence, 
this  company  is  agreeable  to  continue  the 
moratorium  set  forth  in  its  letter  of  Septem¬ 
ber  8,  1966.  We  do  so  in  an  attempt  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  have  a  spirit  of  cooperation,  particu¬ 
larly  in  light  of  the  fact  that  your  Committee 
is  moving  toward  a  resolution  of  the  problem. 

We  of  course  cannot  remain  indefinitely 
in  a  state  of  mortaorium  since,  as  I  am  sure 
you  are  aware,  it  is  quite  a  hardship  on  the 
company.  However,  before  making  any  move 
into  the  so-called  “controversial”  area  we 
would  certainly  consult  with  you  and  with 
Chairman  Asplnall  of  the  House  Committee. 

We  hope  this  is  satisfactory. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Harold  A.  Miller, 

President. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  within 
the  last  2  weeks  the  companies  made  a 
further  announcement  with  respect  to 
the  moratorium.  I  ask  that  the  text  of  an 
October  18,  1967,  telegram  from  Mr. 
Starr  Reed  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

October,  18,  1967. 

Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington  D.C.: 

Am  authorized  as  chairman  of  Redwood 
Industry  Land  Committee  to  advise  on  be¬ 
half  of  Arcata  National,  Georgia-Pacific, 
Miller  Redwood,  Pacific  Lumber  and  Simpson 
Timber  that  the  companies  will  individually 
make  every  effort  to  withhold  logging  within 
boundaries  of  new  Senate  redwood  park 
proposal  S.  2515  pending  investigation  of  im¬ 
pact  and  Senate  consideration  urge  your  as¬ 
sistance  in  obtaining  postponement  of  Sen¬ 
ate  floor  consideration  while  Impact  on  com¬ 
panies,  employees  and  communities  is 
evaluated.  There  is  no  question  but  that 
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S.  2515  will  eliminate  at  least  one  company 
and  seriously  affect  others. 

Starr  Reed, 

Simpson  Timber  Co.,  Seattle. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  think  I 
can  say  our  hope  is  that  with  Senate 
passage  of  S.  2515  these  companies  can 
refrain  from  any  cutting  within  the 
boundaries  described  in  S.  2515  pending 
House  action  on  the  legislation.  I  am 
pleased  to  announce  that  the  Areata  Na¬ 
tional  Corp.,  parent  corporation  of 
the  Areata  Redwood  Co.,  which  owns 
12,500  acres  of  land  within  the  bound¬ 
aries  set  forth  in  S.  2515,  has  informed 
the  chairman  and  me  that  it  will  not 
perform  any  logging  operations  within 
the  boundary  described  in  S.  2515,  prior 
to  the  end  of  the  second  session  of  the 
90th  Congress,  next  year. 

The  American  people  should  be  grate¬ 
ful  that  this  company,  while  opposing 
S.  2515,  does  so  with  due  respect  for  the 
legislative  process  and  the  public  inter¬ 
est,  rather  than  ruthlessly  carving  up 
forest  lands  within  the  park  boundaries 
to  frustrate  congressional  efforts  to 
create  a  park. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous'eonsent  that  when 
the  Senate  completes  its  business  today, 
it  stand  in  adjournment  until  12  noon 
tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  RECOGNITION  OF  SEN¬ 
ATOR  ELLENDER  TOMORROW 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  at 
the  conclusion  of  morning  business  on 
tomorrow,  the  able  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  be  recognized 
to  speak  on  his  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  PERMANENT 
INVESTIGATIONS  SUBCOMMIT¬ 
TEE  OF  COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERN¬ 
MENT  OPERATIONS  TO  MEET 
DURING  SESSIONS  OF  THE  SEN,/ 
ATE  ON  NOVEMBER  1,  2,  AND  3 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia., 
President,  on  behalf  of  the  senior  .Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  p/rmission 
be  given  for  the  Permanent /investiga¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  of  the-  Committee 
on  Government  Operation/ to  meet  dur¬ 
ing  the  sessions  of  the  Senate  on 
Wednesday,  Thursday,  and  Friday,  No¬ 
vember  1,  2,  and  3.  The  meetings  are  to 
be  held  in  connection  with  hearings  on 
riots  and  criminal  and  civil  disorders. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


the  North  Atlantic  Assembly,  to  be  held 
at  Brussels,  Belgium,  on  November  20- 
25,  1967:  Senators  Sparkman,  Jackson, 
Bayh,  McIntyre,  Mondale,  Javits, 
Cooper,  Mundt,  and  Hansen,  and  Wil¬ 
liams  of  New  Jersey  and  Montoya, 
alternates. 

FREE  WORLD  ASSISTANCE  TO 
VIETNAM 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  in  a 
statement  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  on 
October  10, 1  referred  to  a  memorandum 
inserted  in  the  Record  on  October  5  by 
both  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee]  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower],  The  memorandum  was  en¬ 
titled  “Free  World  Assistance  to  Vietnam 
as  of  October  1,  1967.” 

I  remarked  on  October  10  that  neither 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  nor  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  had  mentioned  the 
source  of  the  memorandum.  I  have  now 
received  a  copy  of  the  same  memorandum 
which  was  issued  under  a  Department  of 
vState  letterhead.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
•om  Wyoming  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  felt  that  the  information  woul< 
havts  more  credibility  if  it  was  not  ider/ 
tified\as  having  originated  in  the  de¬ 
partment  of  State.  I  hope  that  this/was 
not  theih  reason,  for  it  would  be/a  sad 
commentary  on  the  reputation/of  this 
great  Government  department1:  In  any 
case,  to  comjXete  the  historic/  record,  I 
request  unanimous  consent  that  the  first 
paragraph  of  tnfe  memora/idum  entitled 
“Free  World  Assistance  ta  Vietnam  as  of 
October  1,  1967,”  inclu/ng  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  letterWad,  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  the  ccmXlusion  of  my  re- 
in^rks 

The  PRESIDIIftl  OFFtCER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit/1.) 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  first  jWagraph 
of  the  Stat4  Department  memorandum 
begins  by gating : 

Thirtv/one  nations  besides  the  thiited 
States  /re  assisting  Vietnam  under  the  Wee 
World' Assistance  Program.  Six  other  couX- 
trie/not  considered  part  of  the  FWA  Prograi 
an4  the  United  Nations  also  assist,  and  prom- 
of  help  have  come  from  three  other 
latlons. 


APPOINTMENTS  BY  THE  VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  84-689,  appoints 
the  following  Senators  as  delegates  to 


This  statement  is  not  entirely  correct. 
It  is  true  that  at  some  point  in  time  the 
countries  listed  in  the  State  Department 
memorandum  were  assisting  Vietnam. 
But  all  of  the  31  nations  mentioned  in  the 
memorandum  are  not  now  assisting  in 
Vietnam  under  the  free  world  assistance 
program  and  all  of  the  six  other  countries 
listed  in  the  memorandum,  not  con¬ 
sidered  part  of  the  free  world  assistance 
program,  are  also  not  now  assisting  in 
Vietnam. 

Mr.  President,  the  Department  of  State 
has  provided  information  which  contra¬ 
dicts  its  own  assertions  that  37  nations 
“are  assisting  Vietnam.”  On  October  9, 
I  wrote  Secretary  of  State  Rusk  and 
asked  him  several  questions  relating  to 
free  world  assistance.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  my  letter  of  October  9  and 
the  reply  from  Assistant  Secretary  Wil¬ 
liam  B.  Macomber,  Jr.,  dated  October  16, 
together  with  its  enclosures,  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
remarks. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  2.) 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  questions  I 
asked  Secretary  Rusk  were  designed  to 
elicit  information  on  trade  witly  North 
Vietnam  by  countries  also  assisting  South 
Vietnam;  the  years  in  which/assistance 
to  Vietnam  has  been  provided  by  certain 
countries — countries  who/}  assistance 
has  been  modest,  totaling/$26,000  or  less; 
and  the  dollar  value  of  the  assistance 
provided  in  calendar/year  1967  by  26 
of  the  countries  listen  in  the  State  De¬ 
partment  memorandum. 

The  material  /provided  in  the  en¬ 
closures  to  Assistant  Secretary  Macom¬ 
ber ’s  letter  oy  October  16  shows  that 
while  the  State  Department  memoran¬ 
dum  inserted  in  the  Record  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  lists  Brazil,  Ecuador,  Greece,  Gua- 
temala/Laos,  Liberia,  Luxembourg,  Tur¬ 
key,  ZJruguay  and  Venezuela  as  coun- 
trie/“assisting  Vietnam  under  the  free 
w/rld  assistance  program,”  is  fact  these 
>un tries  did  provide  assistance  in  1964 
''or  1965  or  1966  but  they  have  not  given 
one  single  dollar  in  1967.  As  for  the 
“six  other  countries  not  considered  part 
of  the  FWA  program  and  the  United  Na¬ 
tions,”  Ireland,  Pakistan  and  Norway  are 
shown  as  having  given  assistance  in  1965 
but  not  since. 

On  the  face  of  it,  I  would  think  it 
logical  to  conclude  that,  at  least  in  some 
cases,  the  countries  which  have  given  aid 
in  the  past,  but  are  no  longer  providing 
assistance,  view  the  war  with  increasing 
reserve  and  obviously  wish  to  disassoci¬ 
ate  themselves  from  it. 

I  have  inserted  in  the  Record  before, 
on  both  May  25  and  October  10,  a  letter 
from  Assistant  Secretary  Macomber 
dated  May  15,  the  enclosure  to  which 
showed  the  dollar  value  of  assistance 
provided  by  30  countries  under  the  free 
world  assistance  program  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  June  1964  through  December  1966. 
I  noted,  in  my  remarks  on  the  floor  on 
October  10,  that  the  assistance  provided 
by  13  of  these  30  countries  totalled  $26,- 
000  or  less  for  the  two  and  a  half  year 
period.  In  considering  the  assistance  to 
Xnam  from  the  other  11  countries — 
th/,  countries  which  have  given  more 
than\$26,000 — it  seems  to  me  that  it  is 
necessary  to  look  at  their  assistance  in 
a  somewhat  broader  context. 

In  thexjrst  place,  three  of  these  11 
countries— ^Brazil,  Liberia,  Venezuela — 
have  apparently  given  no  assistance  in 
1967. 

In  the  seconds  place,  in  many  cases, 
assistance  to  Souch  Vietnam  is  far  less 
than  the  amount  of  trade  with  North 
Vietnam.  According  th  the  statistics  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  enclosures  to  Assistant 
Secretary  Macomber’s  letter  of  Octo¬ 
ber  16,  Japan’s  total  two-Vay  trade  with 
North  Vietnam  in  the  'period  1964 
through  1966  was  about  20\  times  the 
amount  of  Japan’s  assistanc/vto  South 
Vietnam  during  the  same  periocL  Italy’s 
trade  with  North  Vietnam  was  mo\e  than 
10  times  Italy’s  assistance  to  SoutnsViet- 
nam,  New  Zealand’s  trade  with  North 
Vietnam  was  about  eight  times  its  assist¬ 
ance  to  South  Vietnam,  the  Netherlanc 
trade  with  North  Vietnam  was  more  tha 
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UNITED  STATE$\DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON,  D.  Cv  20250 

OFFICIAL  BUSINES$\  . 


POSTAGE  AfiD  FEES  PAID 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


1.  REDWOOD  PARK.  Passed,  77-6,  with  amendment  S.  2515,  to  establish  the  Redwood 
National  Park,  Calif,  (pp.  S15670-8«f,  S15689-92).  Rejected,  30-51,  the 
El lender  amendment  to  exempt  from  Government  property  exchangeable  for  lands 
to  create  the  park,  any  lands  within  the  Forest  Service  Northern  Redwood  Pur¬ 
chase  unit  in  Del  Norte  County  (pp.  S15670-83). 
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LANDS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  220,  to  authorize  the  sale  of  certain  parcels/bf 
mblic  lands  which  can  be  used  as  part  of  a  private  ranch  or  farm.  p.  SL5619 

\ 

RECLAMATION.  Passed  as  reported  S.  6,  to  authorize  the  Interior  Department  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  first  stage  of  the  Oahe  unit,  James  divi¬ 
sion,  Mo.  River  Basin  project,  S,  D. ,  and  H.  R.  845,  to  construct , /Operate,  and 
maintain  the  Neb.  mid-State  division,  Mo.  River  Basin  project,  py.  S15619-21, 
S15623-5N 


4.  OIL  AND  GAS  LEASES.  Passed  as  reported  S.  1367,  to  authorize /termination  of 
certain  oil  and  gas  leases  where  there  has  been  failure  to  yake  timely  payment 
of  full  rental\  pp.  S15622-3 


5.  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  10805,  to  extend' the  life  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Commission,  \hich  had  been  reported  during  adjournment  (S.  Rept.  704). 
pp.  S 156 15 -8 


6.  EXPENDITURES.  Sen.  Symideton  stated,  "I  have  presented  to  the  Senate  before  and 
now  do  so  again,  that  no  economy,  not  even  thay'of  the  United  States,  can  conf 
tinue  to  defend  and  finance^  often  almost  by  itself,  the  percentage  of  the  so- 
called  free  world  that  is  belpg  defended  an^/  financed  by  the  United  States." 
pp.  S15638-9 


7.  NATIONAL  GRANGE.  Sen.  Prouty  commended  the  work  of  the  National  Grange  on  the 
celebration  of  its  100th  anniversary. /p.  S15651 


8.  ECONOMY;  TAXATION.  Sen.  Proxmire  dl/6c£*ssed  the  current  record  of  economic  ex¬ 
pansion  and  inserted  an  article,  Vhow  Tto  Make  Prosperity  Last."  pp.  S15657-8 
Sen.  Proxmire  disagreed  with/the  proposed  tax  increase  and  inserted  an 
article  on  this  subject,  pp.  >815659-60 


9.  AIR  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Murphy /©poke  in  favor  of \he  Senate-passed  version  of  the 
proposed  Air  Quality  Act  /t  1967.  pp.  S15664-. 


10.  EMPLOYMENT.  The  Labor  thd  Public  Welfare  Committed  ordered  reported  (but  did 
not  actually  report) /with  amendment  S.  830,  the  proposed  Age  Discrimination 
Employment  Act  of  ^67.  p.  D982 


11.  LIBRARY  SERVICES./  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  CommitteAv ordered  reported  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  without  amendment  H.  R.  13048,  th  make  certain  tech¬ 
nical  amendments  to  the  Library  Services  and  Construction  A^t.  p.  D982 


HOUSE 


12.  FLOOD  INSURANCE.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  1985,  to  amend  the  Federal  Flood 
Insurance  Act  of  1956,  to  provide  for  a  national  program  of  flood \nsurance 
(PP/  H14316-60,  H14375-6).  Conferees  were  appointed  (p.  H14360).  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  have  not  been  appointed. 


13. /COMMODITY  EXCHANGES.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  c^nsi- 
deration  of  H.  R.  13094,  to  amend  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act.  p.  H14389 


14.  TRAVEL;  PERSONNEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendmei 
H.  R.  9382,  to  authorize  payment  of  travel  expenses  of  applicants  invited  by 
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on  “The  Politics  of  Escalation,”  about 
which  I  informed  the  Senate  prior  to  its 
publication  in  a  speech  of  June  30,  1966. 
''Dr.  Robert  Buckhout  of  the  univer¬ 
sity's  psychology  department  has  pub¬ 
lished  an  article  on  Thailand,  based  on 
the  conference  last  May,  which  ap¬ 
peared  Nthe  October  2  issue  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  The  ^Foreign  Policy  Roundtable  will 
publish  a  volume  dealing  with  Thailand 
late  this  yeaV or  in  early  spring,  focus¬ 
ing  on  the  imWct  of  the  U.S.  presence 
in  Thailand  onVthe  Thai  culture,  the 
degree  of  involvement  of  the  United 
States  in  the  counterinsurgency  program 
in  Thailand  and  the \xtent  of  U.S.  com¬ 
mitment  to  the  Thailand  Government. 

I  recommend  the  careful  considera¬ 
tion  of  Dr.  Buckhout’s  article,  reflecting 
as  it  does  the  consensus  of  experts  on 
Thailand.  I  therefore  ask\unanimous 
consent  that  it  may  appear  in  the 
Record.  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the'article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Re*x)rd, 
as  follows:  \ 

[From  The  Nation,  Oct.  2,  1967]  \ 

Thailand:  Where  We  Came  In  \ 
(By  Robert  Buckhout) 

(Note. — A  little  noticed  column  in  the  St. 
Louis  Post-Dispatch  this  summer  carried 
the  news  of  an  emergency  request  by  the 
Thailand  Government  for  more  helicopters  to 
fight  insurgents.  The  alleged  increase  in  in¬ 
surgent  activity  may  call  for  further  increase 
of  the  already  large  U.S.  commitment  of  up 
to  40,000  miitary  men.  Sensing  in  such  re¬ 
ports  from  Thailand  a  possible  parallel  to 
Vietnam  of  about  1961,  the  Foreign  Policy 
Roundtable  at  Washington  University  in  St. 
Louis  had  called  a  conference  in  May  of 
anthropologists,  political  scientists  and 
journalists,  expert  in  the  area  to  discuss 
present  conditions  in  Thailand  and  the 
effects  of  our  involvement  on  Thai  culture 
and  on  the  course  of  foreign  policy  in  South¬ 
east  Asia. 

(In  1966,  the  Foreign  Policy  Roundtable 
was  instrumental  in  producing  Politics  of 
Escalation  in  Vietnam  (Fawcett  Premier 
Books  and  Beacon  Press) ,  an  analysis  of  the 
relationships  between  attempts  to  negotiate 
a  Vietnamese  settlement  and  military  escala¬ 
tion  by  the  United  States.  The  proceedings 
of  the  present  conference  will  be  part  of  ay 
similar  book,  designed  to  acquaint  the  Amepf 
ican  people  with  the  complexities  of  Thai¬ 
land  in  the  face  of  growing  U.S.  involven/ent 
there.  / 

(The  following  article  summarizing  the 
content  of  the  conference  is  by  Robert  Buck¬ 
hout  of  the  Department  of  Psychology,  Wash¬ 
ington  University,  who  is  serving  as  editor 
of  the  forthcoming  volume.  /However,  the 
views  expressed  here  are  the  Author’s  and  do 
not  necessarily  reflect  tho/e  of  individual 
participants  or  of  the  Roundtable.) 

Long  clouded  by  semi-official  secrecy,  the 
extent  of  the  build-uj/  of  United  States  in¬ 
volvement  in  Thailand  is  now  becoming 
visible :  / 

Thailand  has  become  a  landlocked  aircraft 
carrier  for  up  t/ 80  per  cent  of  the  missions 
flown  by  U.S./fand  recenty  Australian)  Air 
Force  bomber  against  targets  in  North  Viet¬ 
nam  and  Laos.  B-52  bombers  now  fly  out  of 
Thailand /bn  bombing  missions. 

U.S.  troops  numbering  40,000  are  stationed 
in  Thailand  (2,000  were  there  in  1961), 
principally  in  direct  support  of  the  air  bases 
an/ logistical  network  involved  in  the  bomb¬ 
ing  program.  Military  aid  to  Thailand  is 
/publicly  acknowledged  to  be  $60  million  per 
year.  Supplies,  weapons  and  bases  have  been 
positioned  in  advance  to  accommodate  one 
17,000-man  U.S.  combat  division  when 
necessary. 


Military  advisers,  ex-FBI  men,  CIA  person¬ 
nel,  the  Green  Berets  and  an  unknown  por¬ 
tion  of  the  40,000  U.S.  military  troops  are 
involved  in  training  Thai  military  and  police 
forces  to  cope  with  alleged  Communist-led 
insurgent  movements  in  Northeastern  and 
Southern  Thailand.  This  counterinsurgency 
program  was  until  recently  under  the  com¬ 
mand  of  Maj.  Gen.  Richard  G.  Stilwell,  who 
directed  similar  efforts  in  Vietnam  in  1961. 

As  in  Vietnam,  it  has  been  recognized  that 
the  95,000-man  Thai  army  was  shaped  by 
years  of  U.S.  military  assistance  into  a  cum¬ 
bersome  World  War  II-like  army  capable  of 
fighting  small  conventional  battles,  but  un¬ 
suited  for  anti-guerrilla  or  pacification  op¬ 
erations.  Efforts  to  restyle  the  Thai  military 
meet  resistance  from  the  officer  ranks,  since 
the  large  units  and  conventional  arms  are 
politically  useful  for  gaining  privileges, 
promotions  and  power. 

U.S.  helicopter  pilots  have  flown  Thai 
soldiers  into  action  in  the  Northeast  pending 
the  training  of  Thai  helicopter  pilots. 

The  United  States  Information  Service 
(USIS)  and  other  U.S.  agencies,  are  engaged 
in  intensive  propaganda  efforts  through  tele¬ 
vision,  radio  and  mobile  information  teams 
in  rural  areas,  to  trumpet  the  virtues  of  the, 
present  Thai  Government.  This  is  the  polit/ 
ical  side  of  the  counterinsurgency  (COIN) 
program.  The  United  States  Operations  J0is- 
sion  (USOM) ,  deploying  an  annual  $42-mil- 
lion  economic  aid  program,  pushes  tbs' Accel¬ 
erated  Redevelopment  Program  (JTOD)  to 
raise  living  standards  in  the  rura/  areas.  It 
hopek  thus  to  reduce  grievances/before  they 
can  beyexploited  by  the  insurgents.  ARD  has 
replaced.,  the  “resettlement”  at  tribes  in  the 
NortheasK  a  program  that/was  similar  in 
concept  tu\the  “strategic  liamlets”  of  Viet¬ 
nam.  Social  scientists  are/conducting  studies 
all  over  Thailand,  the  sponsors  including  the 
Advanced  Research  PMfjects  Agency  (ARPA), 
the  Stanford-Resear^n  Institute,  RAND  and 
hardware  manufacturers  such  as  Ford-Philco. 
The  CIA  progranyfcs'toeaded  by  Peer  De  Silva, 
former  CIA  chieifln  Saigon. 

Part  of  tha/many-sitled  U.S.  program  is 
intended  tooombat  “internal  Communist  ag¬ 
gression.”  The  impoverished  Northeast  sec¬ 
tor,  long  Neglected  by  Bangkok  governments, 
is  regar/ed  as  “security  sensitive”  because 
of  a  long  history  of  estrangement,  an  imme- 
diateAhreat  of  insurgency — and\he  location 
there  recently  of  Air  Force  bases  used  to 
bomb  North  Vietnam.  At  the  Foreign  Policy 
Itoundtable  Conference,  participants  de¬ 
scribed  the  Northeastern  insurgent  as 
principally  Thais  who  are  alienated  fronk  the 
Bangkok  government.  \ 

The  U.S.  State  Department,  in  its  latent 
bulletin  on  the  subject,  estimates  the  number 
of  insurgents  in  the  Northeast  to  be  less  than 
1,000,  but  growing.  They  are  said  to  be  orga¬ 
nized  as  the  Thai  Patriotic  Front,  and  to  be 
engaging  in  propaganda  and  selective  assas¬ 
sination.  These  charges  are  debatable,  since 
banditry  and  rough  politics  are  common  in 
the  Northeast.  Other  official  sources  state 
that  the  insurgents  receive  aid,  training  and 
leadership  cadres  from  North  Vietnam,  Laos 
and  China.  In  addition,  a  clandestine  radio, 
“The  Voice  of  Thailand,”  is  reported  to  be 
operating  from  Southern  China. 

Since  some  40,000  North  Vietnamese  refu¬ 
gees  (along  with  other  nonassimilated 
groups)  live  in  Northeast  Thailand,  a  remote 
area  of  poor  farm  land  and  ill-patrolled  bor¬ 
ders,  it  is  clear  that  the  Bangkok  govern¬ 
ment  has  little  effective  control  of  the  re¬ 
gion.  The  insurgents  capitalize  on  years  of 
government  neglect  and  harsh  treatment  of 
the  peasants. 

Similarly,  the  permeable  borders  of  South¬ 
ern  Thailand  aggravate  a  situation  in  which 
a  nonassimilated  Malay  population,  with  its 
own  Muslim  religion,  and  the  remnants  of 
an  old  Malayan  Communist  revolutionary 
group,  contribute  another  security  problem. 
One  conferee  reported  that  the  Thai  Gov¬ 
ernment  control  of  the  South  is  so  ineffec¬ 


tive  that  the  insurgents  allegedly  roam  about 
collecting  taxes,  demanding  food  and  shelter 
in  return  for  guarantees  of  safety.  As  the 
speaker  noted,  when  Thai  control  /foes  ex¬ 
tend  into  remote  areas,  the  local  Population 
is  subject  to  the  same  demand/  from  the 
Thai  police.  / 

Past  Thai  political  efforts  tc/assimilate  the 
Malayans  have  been  ineffective,  hampered  as 
they  are  by  a  language  barrier,  a  history  of 
Thai  indifference  and  ha/sh  treatment,  and 
the  occasional  outbreak  of  violent  move¬ 
ments  seeking  independence  or  union  with 
Malaysia.  Military  fo/ces  sent  against  the  in¬ 
surgents,  in  conjunction  with  Malaysia,  have 
failed  even  to  find  the  insurgents,  whose 
numbers  are  estimated  variously  from  a  few 
hundred  to  1,50(6.  The  conferees  tended  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  tbVsize  of  the  Southern  insurgent 
movement  Aad  not  increased  significantly 
since  1950/  Recent  newspaper  and  magazine 
stories,  on  the  other  hands,  speak  of  greatly 
increased  activity  and  a  possible  link-up  of 
the  sAithern  and  Northeastern  insurgencies. 

Most  of  the  conferees  felt  that  the  effect  to 
da/e  of  these  insurgencies  was  relatively 
small,  but  that,  considering  the  basic  prob¬ 
lems  confronting  Thailand  and  the  nature  of 
its  government,  they  posed  a  potentially 
serious  threat  to  the  regime.  As  one  speaker 
pointed  out,  an  insurgency  of  sufficient  scope 
to  topple  the  Bangkok  government  might  be 
far  beyond  the  capacities  of  the  dissident 
elements,  but  an  effort  of  much  smaller  mag¬ 
nitude  could  render  large  sections  of  the 
country  ungovernable  for  a  long  period  of 
time.  A  far  more  immediate  threat  is  the 
possibility  of  mortar  attacks  or  sabotage 
against  U.S.  air  bases.  Some  doubt  was  ex¬ 
pressed,  however,  as  to  the  accuracy  of  re¬ 
ports  on  the  degree  of  Communist  control 
over  the  Insurgents,  it  being  a  suggestion 
that  certain  Thai  leaders  might  be  exaggerat¬ 
ing  the  Communist  menace  in  order  to  stim¬ 
ulate  more  U.S.  military  assistance. 

Since  most  of  the  conferees  were  social 
scientists,  much  attention  was  devoted  to  de¬ 
scribing  the  social  structure  of  Thailand,  the 
way  American  influences  interact  with  it  and 
the  social  disequilibrium  that  results  from 
the  presence  of  the  U.S.  military  in  consider¬ 
able  numbers. 

Into  a  stable  economy  has  come  an  influx 
of  money,  jobs  and  opportunity  related  to 
the  military  build-up  by  the  U.S.  Bangkok 
is  now  the  rest  and  recuperation  center  for 
Vietnamese  GIs  who  come  in  at  the  rate  of 
700  per  day.  The  adornment  of  Thai  cities 
with  bars  for  Americans,  the  increases  in 
prostitution,  the  attraction  of  young  edu¬ 
cated  Thais  to  lucrative  jobs  with  American 
firms,  are  conspicuous  examples  of  the 
social  mailaise  which,  while  it  did  not  begin 
with  the  arrival  of  the  GIs,  is  exacerbated  by 
their  presence. 

3\s  more  Americans  become  advisers  at  all 
levels  of  the  Thai  bureaucracy  (whose  offi- 
cials\re  appointed  by  the  junta)  they  be¬ 
come  increasingly  frustrated  by  the  Thai’s 
lack  of  Administrative  coordination  and  effi¬ 
ciency.  wlrile  Thais  prefer  to  receive  specific 
technical  training,  the  Americans  prefer  to 
suggest  bettek  ways  of  organization.  This  con¬ 
flicts  with  thX  Thai  reluctance  to  question 
administrative  \superiors.  The  Americans 
don’t  want  to  let  Thailand  drift  into  the 
chaos  of  Vietnam  Out,  in  the  opinion  of  some 
of  the  conferees,  thX  size  and  the  disruptive 
potential  of  the  U.S. 'economic  and  military 
aid  program  may  threaten  the  very  order  that 
such  a  program  was  intended  to  preserve. 

One  anthropologist  described  the  social 
order  of  Thailand  as  a  bundle  of  fine  gold  in¬ 
dependent  chains.  The  vertical  organization 
of  Thailand’s  social  order  leads  to  patterns 
in  which  Thais  look  upward  for  help  from 
powerful,  superior  figures — topped  by  the 
king.  One  speaker  pointed  out  that  U.S.  mili¬ 
tary  aid  has  made  the  Pentagon  the  benefac¬ 
tor  of  people  in  the  Thai  military  >chain. 
These  men,  faithful  to  their  social  precepts, 
accept  gratefully  the  largess  of  a  benefactor. 
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wWt  the  benefactor  wishes  then  becomes  a 
ident’s  amiable  duty  to  provide,  for  to 
questfqn  threatens  the  integrity  of  the  chains. 
Thus,  Nhen  Washington  proposes  to  build 
airfieldsNo  man  them  with  Americans,  and  to 
fly  bombers  for  the  Vietnamese  War,  the 
Thai  military  could  not  say  no.  Another 
speaker,  however,  noted  that  the  Thai  mili¬ 
tary  might  alsckbe  motivated  to  join  with  the 
United  States  by  their  traditional  hostility 
to  the  Vietnamese 

An  inevitable  re^h  of  the  U.S.  military 
assistance  program  has  been  to  strengthen 
the  military  chains  ami  to  corrode  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  other  chains. ^Recently,  in  a  move 
toward  "efficiency,”  the  mnister  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  army  commanOCT,  Gen.  Praphat 
Charusathien,  took  over  \he  elementary 
school  system  from  the  Ministry  of  Educa¬ 
tion.  Thus,  a  military  man  now\controls  the 
civil  service  division  which  haa.  the  most 
direct  political  effect  on  all  segments  of  the 
population.  General  Praphat  Is  reputedly  the 
strong  man  in  the  Thai  Governmenvswhose 
ascent  may  reflect  a  shift  in  emphasisVrom 
political  reforms  in  rural  areas  to  more  Rig¬ 
orous  military  action  against  insurgents,  yt 
was  he  was  issued  the  recent  urgent  call  foi 
more  helicopters. 

The  uniqueness  of  Thailand  has  histori¬ 
cally  been  its  nationalism  and  the  conduct 
of  a  foreign  policy  designed  to  insure  its 
independence.  Stability  has  depended  upon 
the  ability  of  any  Thai  regime  to  mobilize 
nationalistic  sentiment.  The  folk  heroes  of 
the  Thai  population  are  low-born  heroes 
who  threw  off  foreign  conquerors.  One  an¬ 
thropologist  emphasized  that  the  U.S.  mili¬ 
tary  presence  imperils  the  plausibility  of 
the  governments'  claim  to  be  the  sole  cus¬ 
todian  of  Thai  national  symbols  and  tradi¬ 
tions.  The  visibility  of  Americans  lends 
credence  to  the  Peking  radio  charge  that 
Thailand  politicians  are  lackeys  of  the  United 
States. 

Social  change  has  been  occurring  in  Thai¬ 
land  which  will  invariably  bring  about  new 
developments  and  considerable  fluidity  in  a 
society  whose  institutions  have  been  stable 
and  relatively  undemanding,  at  least  to  the 
average  villager.  The  anthropologist  pointed 
out  that  modernization  itself  produces  insti¬ 
tutional  transformation  and  social  and  per¬ 
sonal  dislocation.  In  Thailand,  for  example, 
it  has  meant  an  increase  in  landlessness 
among  peasants. 

However,  this  same  speaker  doubted  that 
the  social  changes  taking  place,  independent 
of  the  war  in  Southeast  Asia,  would  yield 
directly  to  plans  and  predictions  derived 
from  U.S.  understanding  of  situations  alien 
to  the  Thai  situation— such  as  the  eco¬ 
nomic-military  redevelopment  program  in 
Vietnam.  As  a  Thai  spokesman  pointed  out, 
the  effort  in  Vietnam  involves  the  virtual 
building  of  a  nation  from  scratch.  In  Thai¬ 
land,  on  the  contrary,  excluding  the  regior 
splinter  groups,  a  sense  of  nationhood  Was 
existed  for  centuries.  The  particular  govern¬ 
ment  in  power  may  now  be  expected  tfy  the 
people  to  deliver  some  of  the  servioes  it  is 
promising,  but,  despite  the  impatience  of 
American  advisers,  the  cohesive,  proud,  Thai 
culture  does  not  need,  nor  is  At  likely  to 
tolerate,  the  sort  of  complete  societal  remod¬ 
eling  that  has  been  resorted/co  in  Vietnam. 
Thai  nationalism  doesn’t  >iave  to  be  cre¬ 
ated — it  is  there. 

The  spectacle  of  a  Bangkok  government 
totally  committing  itself  to  the  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  of  the  United  States  may  well  create  con¬ 
ditions  which  coulcr  be  exploited  by  insur¬ 
gents  who  remairyGdentified  with  national¬ 
istic  symbols. 

The  United  iStates  is  in  Thailand  at  the 
request  of  thaTThai  Government.  This  famil¬ 
iar  phrase  is' the  keystone  to  a  brand  of  flex¬ 
ible  diplomacy  which  has  permitted  the 
United  Suites  to  escalate  its  military  involve¬ 
ment  ij i  Thailand  almost  without  discussion 
at  hojfie.  It  has  also  meant  a  reversal  of  the 


700-year-old  Thai  “bamboo  policy” — that  is, 
bending  with  the  wind. 

Both  the  build-up  of  U.S.  forces,  and  the 
details  of  military  and  economic  assistance 
programs  between  the  two  governments  were 
kept  secret  for  some  time.  In  a  little  pub¬ 
licized  step.  Dean  Busk  and  Foreign  Minister 
Thanat  Klioman  signed  a  joint  statement  on 
March  6,  1962,  reinterpreting  and  making  bi¬ 
lateral  the  SEATO  treaty.  This  document  is 
now  cited  as  the  authority  for  the  U.S.  aid 
program.  The  agreement  came  in  for  com- 
siderable  discussion  at  the  Foreign  Policy 
Roundtable. 

Article  4  of  the  SEATO  treaty  declares  that 
the  signers  (Australia,  Great  Britain,  France, 
New  Zealand,  Pakistan,  Thailand,  the  Phil¬ 
ippines  and  the  United  States)  shall  by  unan¬ 
imous  agreement  act  to  meet  common  dan¬ 
ger  and  immediately  report  the  steps  taken  to 
the  Security  Council  of  the  United  Nations. 
The  United  States  was  thus  committed  under 
the  treaty  to  the  collective  defense  of  mem¬ 
ber  nations,  including  Thailand. 

The  Rusk-Khoman  agreement  effectively 
amends  the  SEATO  treaty  by  stipulating  that 
the  obligations  to  “meet  the  common  danger 
in  accordance  with  its  constitutional  proc¬ 
esses  .  .  .  does  not  depend  upon  the  prior 
jreement  of  all  other  parties  to  the  treaty, 
sijice  this  treaty  obligation  is  individual  as 
wil\as  collective.”  In  effect,  this  means  that 
the  Niited  States  knows  that  it  could  never 
get  thVvotes  of  France  and  Pakistan  to  inter- y 
vene  in  Thailand — especially  when  the  SEAT 
treaty  is\nterpreted  by  the  Rusk-Khonufn 
agreement\is  providing  “an  important  basis 
for  U.S.  actions  to  help  Thailand  meat  in¬ 
direct  aggression.”  The  U.S.  also  pledged  it¬ 
self  to  preserveNhe  independence  afl0  integ¬ 
rity  of  Thailand  a^jd  help  it  meet  Communist 
subversion. 

It  need  hardly  b\  pointed  (Ait  that  the 
steps  taken  to  enlargesihe  U.S/military  com¬ 
mitment  in  Thailand  were  bu-gely  unknown 
to  the  Americans  (or  Tn&iyf .  Obviously,  the 
U.S.  Government  has  dojke  almost  nothing 
to  publicize  either  the  extent  or  the  purpose 
of  the  buildup.  Just  bow  tnb  independence 
of  Thailand  can  be  preserved  >jy  converting 
the  country  into  /  forward  base  for  U.S. 
strategic  policy  is  unclear.  Tha\  and  U.S. 
Government  officials  maintain  thatNyhile  the 
United  States  is  doing  the  bombing  Of  North 
Vietnam  front  Thailand,  the  Thai  military 
has  the  main  responsibility  in  the  couVter- 
insurgency/ effort.  U.S.  forces  are  actinXas 
advisers  wider  standing  orders  not  to  engag 
in  combat— so  says  the  official  State  Depart^ 
ment  Waper. 

However,  The  New  York  Times  carried  a 
stMy  on  November  26,  1966,  that  U.S.  mili¬ 
tary  advisers  were  at  that  time  accompany- 
Tig  lower-level  Thai  units  on  anti-guerrilla 
'  sweeps,  as  well  as  flying  helicopters. 

Thus,  as  in  Vietnam  in  1961,  U.S.  military 
forces  have  become  exposed  as  “noncombat¬ 
ants,”  with  an  excellent  chance  of  being 
dragged  into  a  hot  war  against  Thai  insur¬ 
gents  if  an  American  were  killed  or  a  U.S. 
helicopter  shot  down.  This  potential,  cou¬ 
pled  with  the  vague  wording  of  the  Rusk- 
Khoman  agreement,  suggests  that  the  United 
States  commitment  to  the  Thai  military  re¬ 
gime  is  as  open-ended  as  the  one  woven  out 
of  the  Eisenhower  letter  to  President  Diem 
in  Vietnam. 

When  a  former  State  Department  official, 
who  helped  draft  the  Rusk-Khoman  agree¬ 
ment,  was  asked  at  the  conference  to 
speculate  on  what  the  United  States  would 
do  if  the  insurgency  flared  up  to  where 
American  air  bases  were  being  attacked,  he 
asserted  that  Thai  police  and  armed  forces 
could  handle  that  sort  of  situation;  but  he 
later  conceded  that  we  might  reach  the 
point,  as  we  did  in  1965  in  Vietnam,  where  we 
would  have  to  make  the  choice  between 
wading  in  or  pulling  out. 

But  is  there  still  a  real  choice?  The  ques¬ 
tion  in  the  minds  of  many  at  the  conference 


was  whether  we  had  not  already  committed 
ourselves  to  defend  the  stability  of  the  Thai 
military  dictatorship  against  any  threaty 
whether  from  outside  military  forces 
internal  political  ones.  Had  we  not,  yfey 
placing  vital  military  bases  in  Thailand, 
defined  the  status  quo  in  terms  of  the  present 
regime,  whether  or  not  it  is  responsivjx  to  the 
social  changes  going  on  in  Thailand  or  to 
the  needs  that  these  changes  create  for  its 
people?  Is  there  some  threshold  to  be 
reached,  as  in  Vietnam,  where  /he  threat  to 
U.S.  interests  will  cause  us  to/cease  trusting 
the  Thais  and  gradually  take  over  the  mili¬ 
tary  and  then  the  political jobs  of  counter¬ 
insurgency?  Will  we  not  it nen  be  tempted  to 
line  up  with  the  strong  man  who  takes  a 
clear  anti-CommunisVr  stand,  regardless  of 
his  sensitivities  towa^ra  the  needs  of  the  Thai 
people? 

These  are  large$  unanswerable  questions, 
but  as  speculations  based  on  the  Vietnamese 
experience  they  are  reasonable.  Thailand  no 
longer  conducts  an  independent  foreign  or 
even  domesjrtc  policy.  The  Thais  proudly  as¬ 
sert  that  tliey  could  send  the  Yankees  home 
if  they  wished.  But,  would  the  United  States 
leave,  or  would  it  permit  anti-U.S.  political 
factions  to  gain  power?  Even  now,  a  govern¬ 
mental  decree  provides  penalties  and  cen¬ 
sorship  if  a  paper  publisher  “any  matter 
5f amatory  or  contemptuous  of  the  nation 
5r  Thai  people  ...  or  any  matter  capable 
of  causing  the  respect  and  confidence  of 
foreign  countries  in  regard  to  Thailand,  the 
Thai  Government  or  Thai  people  in  general 
to  diminish.”  The  United  States,  despite  its 
desire  to  support  democratic  governments,  is 
tied  to  the  defense  of  yet  another  dictator¬ 
ship  whose  indifference  to  its  rural  popula¬ 
tion  has  contributed  many  of  the  problems 
that  the  U.S.  is  being  asked  to  solve. 

But,  as  one  speaker  pointed  out  at  the  con¬ 
ference  (quoting  the  current  ambassador  to 
Thailand,  William  Martin) .  U.S.  soldiers  are 
being  committed  to  die  for  the  Thailand 
dictatorship.  The  depth  of  this  commitment 
has  not  yet  been  discussed  openly  in  the 
United  States. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  has 
morning  business  been  concluded? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  there  is  no 
further  morning  business,  morning  busi¬ 
ness  is  closed. 

REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  bill  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  2515) 
to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the 
Redwood  National  Park  in  the  State  of 
California,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Pursuant 
to  the  order  entered  yesterday,  the  Chair 
recognizes  the  senior  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  [Mr.  EllenderL 

unanimous-consent  agreement 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  very  briefly, 
without  losing  his  right  to  the  floor? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 


/ 
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Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  vote  on  the  pending 
amendment  take  place  at  2:30  p.m.,  in¬ 
stead  of  the  final  vote,  as  was  agreed  to 
on  yesterday,  and  that  the  final  vote  on 
the  pending  business  take  place  imme¬ 
diately  afterwards. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  And  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  one  hour  and  a  half 
of  the  time  be  allocated  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  orderd. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 


NEGOTIATIONS  IN  ASIA 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re¬ 
marks  a  most  interesting  article  entitled 
“Negotiate,  but  What  and  How?”  written 
by  Gerald  Griffin  and  published  in  the 
Baltimore  Sun  for  Monday,  October  30, 
1967. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  this 
article  has  to  do  with  a  speech  made  by 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  last  week. 

In  that  speech,  the  Senator  raised  very 
pertinent  questions,  which  I  think  call 
for  study  and,  if  possible,  an  answer.  He 
indicated  that  in  his  opinion  one  of  the 
most  important  ways  to  seek  to  bring 
about  a  settlement  of  the  situation  in 
Vietnam  is  through  the  neutralization  of 
all  Southeast  Asia,  including  the  former 
Indochinese  states  of  Laos,  Cambodia, 
the  two  Vietnams  and,  I  believe,  Thailand 
as  well. 

I  believe  it  would  be  splendid  if  South¬ 
east  Asia  could  have  a  guaranteed  neu¬ 
trality.  It  would  bring  peace  and  stability/ 
to  that  part  of  the  world,  and  would  re¬ 
lieve  some  of  the  nations  now  invoked? 
there  of  tremendous  burdens  in  thg  fu¬ 
ture.  I  commend  to  the  attention /Of  the 
Senate  for  consideration  this  excellent 
article  by  Gerald  Griffin  wjffich  was 
prompted  by  the  able  statement  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee.  fat  is  worth 
while.  / 

Exhibit  y 

[From  the  Baltimore  Sim,  Oct.  30,  1967] 
Negotiate,  but  w6at  and  How? 

(By  GeraW  Griffin) 

Senator  Gore,  of  Tennessee,  asked  a  perti¬ 
nent  question  lasjr  week  in  a  speech  about 
Vietnam.  It  couju  be  condensed  and  para¬ 
phrased  something  like  this :  What  would  we 
negotiate?  / 

“The  Administration  says  it  wants  to  nego¬ 
tiate,”  sahT  Mr.  Gore.  “But  what  is  there  to 
negotiator  if  we  are  truly  protecting  our  vital 
national  interests  in  South  Vietnam?  If  in 
fact,  sre  are  in  mortal  peril  in  Vietnam,  what 
is  there  to  negotiate? 

/We  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  negotiate 
fax  American  colony  in  South  Vietnam. 
'Moreover,  would  it  really  be  in  our  interest 
to  have  an  American  colony  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam?  If  that  is  what  the  Administration 


means  by  negotiations,  we  might  as  well  for¬ 
get  that  and  begin  sending  over  more  United 
States  troops.  And  if  we  are  really  fighting 
China,  should  we  negotiate  anything  at  this 
point? 

“There  is  something  that  may  be  negoti¬ 
able,”  he  went  on,  getting  to  the  main  theme 
of  his  Senate  speech,  “and  that  is  the  neu¬ 
tralization  of  Southeast  Asia.  So  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  this  would  be  in  our  true  national 
interest.  Thus  far  the  Administration  does 
not  seem  willing  to  negotiate  on  this  basis.” 

Senator  Gore,  who  ranks  fifth  in  seniority 
among  the  Democrats  on  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee,  is  classified  as  a  Washing¬ 
ton  dove,  in  that  he  is  one  of  the  major 
critics  of  the  Johnson  Administration’s  con¬ 
duct  of  the  war.  But  he  is  a  man  of  intelli¬ 
gence  and  sincerity,  and  his  speech  touched 
upon  subjects  which  concern  hawks  no  less 
than  doves:  the  way  in  which  negotiations 
might  be  encouraged  and  the  way  in  which 
an  understanding  might  be  sought  on  long- 
range  objectives  in  Southeast  Asia. 

Senator  Gore  takes  exception  to  two  as¬ 
pects  of  the  Johnson  Administration’s  posi¬ 
tion:  the  suggestion  that  our  present  stand 
on  the  mainland  of  Asia  is  essential  to  our 
national  security  as  a  means  of  containing^ 
Red  Chinese  expansion;  and  the  implica/ 
tion  that  North  Vietnam  can  be  forced  into 
peace  negotiations  by  increasing  military 
pressure,  including  bombing  in  North/Viet¬ 
nam.  / 

Mr.  Gore’s  discussion  of  the  neutralizing 
of  the  countries  around  the  edge  or  China  in 
Southeast  Asia  was  in  rather  b/oad  terms, 
but  the  idea — which  has  a  gooey  deal  of  sup¬ 
port — offers  an  alternative  tcyfhe  concept  of 
Secretary  Rusk,  who  seems  to  be  thinking  of 
an  active  sort  of  containnrent  policy  which 
would  be  applied  to  Communist  China  after 
the  fashion  of  the  polioy  which  was  applied 
to  the  Soviet  Union  iiydie  decade  after  World 
War  II.  / 

It  can  be  argued/  however,  that  the  most 
natural  posture  ®6r  the  small  countries  in 
Southeast  Asia  As,  one  of  neutrality  toward 
China  as  well  fas  the  Western  nations.  North 
Vietnam,  helped  in  its  war  by  both  China  and 
Russia,  apparently  insists  on  a  certain 
amount  o6q>olitical  independence — and  prob¬ 
ably  would  make  this  point  clearer  if  the  war 
were  ended.  Prince  Sihanouk  demonstrates 
that  JSy  adroit  maneuvering  he  can  retain  a 
neuOrality  of  sorts  for  Cambodia.  Burma 
seffis  a  neutral  position.  Thailand  now  is  on 
the  American  side,  but  it  has  found  benefits 
fin  neutrality  in  the  past. 

The  big  question,  of  course,  is  whether 
Communist  China  would  let  these  countries 
remain  neutral.  On  the  premise  that  China 
would  rather  have  them  neutral  than  pro- 
United  States,  the  proposal  by  Senator  Gore 
begins  to  take  shape.  He  feels,  along  with  a 
lot  of  other  Americans,  that  North  Vietnam 
will  not  be  forced  by  increasing  military 
pressure  to  negotiate  a  peace  settlement. 
Such  a  concession  by  North  Vietnam  would 
be  pretty  close  to  a  surrender. 

True  negotiations,  Mr.  Gore  notes,  involve 
concessions  on  both  sides.  Thus,  if  the  United 
States  would  modify  its  requirement  for  a 
land  bastion  in  Southeast  Asia,  and  if  North 
Vietnam  would  modify  its  demand  for  the 
unification  of  Vietnam  under  Hanoi  and  for 
the  removal  of  American  influence  from 
Southeast  Asia,  the  two  sides  might  have 
something  to  negotiate. 

A  series  of  negotiations  would  be  neces¬ 
sary,  in  Mr.  Gore’s  view,  starting  with  essen¬ 
tially  local  negotiations  between  the  South 
Vietnamese  Government  and  the  National 
Liberation  Front,  moving  up  to  the  level  of 
South  Vietnam  and  North  Vietnam,  and  at 
some  point  reaching  the  level  of  Southeast 
Asia,  the  big  powers  and,  finally,  the  United 
Nations. 

“We  have  stumbled  into  a  morass  in  Viet¬ 
nam,”  said  the  Senator.  “We  must  decide  to 
negotiate  ourselves  out  of  it.  We  must  de¬ 


cide — decide  definitely  and  irrevocably/-to 
negotiate  disengagement  from  Vietnant,  not 
from  Asia  but  from  Vietnam,  honorary  and 
honestly,  which  means,  in  my  opinion,  on 
condition  that  Vietnam  be  neutralised.” 


REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  authorize  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  briefly,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
gret  the  delay  occasioned  by  my  inability 
to  make  this  presentation  yesterday 
afternoon.  The  more  I  look  into  the  prob¬ 
lems  involved  in  this  bill,  the  more  I  won¬ 
der  what  it  is  all  about. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order  so  that  Senators  can  hear  the 
speaker? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  will  suspend  until 
order  is  restored. 

The  Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  bills 
similar  to  this  one  have  been  presented 
to  Congress  on  many  occasions.  Some  of 
them  have  included  provisions  whereby 
owners  of  privately  held  land  would  be 
able  to  trade  off  some  of  their  land  for 
federally  owned  national  forest  lands.  In¬ 
variably  the  administrations,  past  as  well 
as  present,  have  objected  to  providing  for 
such  exchanges,  and  for  good  reasons. 

As  Senators  know,  the  Weeks  Act,  en¬ 
acted  in  1911  gives  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  the  right  to  purchase  land 
for  additions  to  our  national  forests. 
That  law  contains  a  prohibition  against 
the  very  thing  that  is  sought  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  when  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  sent  to  Congress  his  pro¬ 
posed  bill,  which  was  referred  in  due 
course  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  to  create  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park,  that  bill  was  in  keeping  with 
what  Mr.  Udall  and  the  administra¬ 
tion  thought  at  the  time  about  the  ex¬ 
change  of  forest  lands  for  private  lands 
in  order  to  create  parks,  roads,  and  other 
facilities. 

At  no  time  in  the  past  have  any  na¬ 
tional  forest  lands  been  traded  for  pri¬ 
vately  owned  lands  for  unrelated  pur¬ 
poses.  When  Mr.  Udall  sent  to  Congress 
his  proposed  bill,  there  was  no  provision 
in  it  which  would  have  permitted  the 
exchange  of  federally  owned  forest  lands 
for  privately  owned  lands.  In  a  moment 
I  shall  read  to  the  Senate  a  letter  from 
Mr.  Udall  dated  July  13,  1967,  which  was 
addressed  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson], 
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At  this  point  I  remind  Senators  that 
I  am  merely  a  cosponsor  of  the  pending 
amendment;  Senator  Anderson  had 
hoped  to  be  here,  but  he  has  been  un¬ 
able  to  do  so  and  it  has  fallen  to  me  to 
make  the  presentation. 

Senator  Anderson  inquired  of  Mr. 
Udall  about  this  exchange  proposal  that 
was  sought  to  be  placed  in  the  bill  that 
he  sent  to  the  committee  early  this  year. 
This  was  Mr.  Udall’s  answer: 

President  Johnson  asked  me  to  reply  to 
your  letter  about  the  Redwood  National  Park 
proposal  in  which  you  urged  that  we  not 
trade  off  National  Forest  lands  in  an  effort 
to  establish  a  Redwood  National  Park. 

There  have  been  extensive  discussions  be¬ 
tween  State  officials  and  representatives  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture.  The 
subject  you  raise  has  been  thoroughly  aired. 
The  position  of  the  Administration  is  firm 
against  the  transfer  of  National  Forest  lands 
to  the  State  of  California  or  to  private  lum¬ 
ber  interests  as  part  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  transactions.  We  feel  this  general  prin¬ 
ciple  must  be  upheld  always. 

It  has  been  the  long-standing  position  of 
the  Government,  and  I  know  you  are  in 
agreement  with  this,  that  the  National  For¬ 
ests  should  be  maintained  intact  and  that 
when  private  timberlands  are  needed  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  public  interest, 
payment  should  be  in  cash  and  not  in  kind. 
I  agree  with  this  principle  and  you  need  have 
no  concern  on  this  point  insofar  as  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  concerned. 

In  this  connection,  you  may  be  interested 
in  the  letter  of  Jue  22,  1967  to  Senator  Jack- 
son  from  the  Deputy  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  which  discusses  this  question 
in  some  detail  and  makes  clear  the  Admin¬ 
istration's  position. 

Mr.  President,  notwithstanding  the 
language  contained  in  this  letter  and  not¬ 
withstanding  the  position  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  the  bill  that  was  presented  by 
Mr.  Udall  was  amended  so  as  to  provide 
for  an  exchange  of  national  forest  lands 
between  the  Federal  Government  and 
private  owners  of  such  lands,  in  direct 
opposition  to  the  position  of  Mr.  Udall 
and  the  administration. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  took  the 
same  position.  If  Senators  will  look  at 
pages  9  and  10  of  the  report,  they  will 
note  there  an  extended  discussion  of  that 
proposal  by  Mr.  Hughes  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  It  is  stated  in  no  uncertain 
terms  that  under  no  conditions  should 
forest  lands  be  exchanged  for  privately 
owned  lands  in  order  to  create  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park. 

Mr.  President,  I  invite  the  attention 
of  all  Senators  to  the  letter  from  Sec¬ 
retary  Udall  and  an  excerpt  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  letter.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  the  material  to  which 
I  have  referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  excerpt  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 

Washington,  July  13,  1967. 
Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Anderson:  President  John¬ 
son  asked  me  to  reply  to  your  letter  about 
the  Redwood  National  Park  proposal  in  which 
you  urged  that  we  not  trade  off  National 
Forest  lands  in  an  effort  to  establish  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park. 

There  have  been  extensive  discussions  be¬ 
tween  State  officials  and  representatives  of 


the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture.  The 
subject  you  raise  has  been  thoroughly  aired. 
The  position  of  the  Administration  is  firm 
against  the  transfer  of  National  Forest  lands 
to  the  State  of  California  or  to  private 
lumber  interests  as  part  of  the  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  transactions.  We  feel  this  gen¬ 
eral  principle  must  be  upheld  always. 

It  has  been  the  long-standing  position  of 
the  Government,  and  I  know  you  are  in 
agreement  with  this,  that  the  National  For¬ 
ests  should  be  maintained  intact  and  that 
when  private  timberlands  are  needed  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  public  interest, 
payment  should  be  in  cash  and  not  in  kind. 
I  agree  with  this  principle  and  you  need  have 
no  concern  on  this  point  insofar  as  the 
Administration  is  concerned. 

In  this  connection,  you  may  be  interested 
in  the  letter  of  June  22,  1967  to  Senator 
Jackson  from  the  Deputy  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  which  discusses  this 
question  in  some  detail  and  makes  clear  the 
Administration’s  position. 

Sincerely, 

Stewart  L.  Udall, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Excerpt  From  Bureau  of  the  Budget  Letter 

4.  Northern  redwood  purchase  unit. — This 
14,000  acres  of  redwood-douglas-fir  timber 
just  north  of  the  Klamath  River  is  cur¬ 
rently  being  cut  under  sustained  yield 
management  at  the  rate  of  about  20  million 
board  feet  per  year.  Timber  for  this  unit 
has  been  purchased  by  a  half  dozen  or  more 
mills,  most  of  which  are  in  Del  Norte  County. 
With  the  additional  timber  that  could  be 
made  available  from  the  Six  Rivers  National 
Forest,  it  would  be  unnecessary  to  consider 
any  overcutting  or  transfer  of  the  northern 
redwood  purchase  unit  in  order  to  maintain 
local  employment  in  the  timber-based 
industry. 

Furthermore,  under  the  Multiple  Use- 
Sustained  Yield  Act  (Public  Law  86-517) 
and  the  legislative  history  connected  there¬ 
with,  it  is  illegal  for  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  permit  overcutting  of  the 
national  forest. 

The  administration  will  not  consider  the 
transfer  of  fee  title  of  Forset  Service  land 
on  a  barter  basis,  or  as  compensation  in  kind, 
to  the  Rellim  Redwood  Co.  This  would  estab¬ 
lish  undesirable  precedents  with  respect  to 
compensation  in  kind  to  other  private  timber 
owners  throughout  the  country  if  their  land 
is  purchased  or  taken  by  a  Federal  agency 
whether  for  park  or  other  recreation  areas, 
reservoirs,  roads,  or  whatever  purpose. 

Such  proposals  have  been  made  at  peri¬ 
odic  intervals  since  1953.  They  have  been 
voted  down  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 
The  House  Government  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee  in  1959  in  House  Report  293 
emphatically  rejected  the  principle  stating 
that  it  would  constitute  a  “dangerous 
precedent”  and  that  the  fee  transfer  of 
national  forest  timberlands  under  sustained- 
yield  management  to  specified  timber  oper¬ 
ators  would  simply  benefit  the  grantees  at 
the  expense  of  other  users. 

If  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit 
were  transferred  in  fee  or  the  timber  assigned 
to  the  Rellim  Redwood  Co.  under  a  sustained- 
yield  cooperative  arrangement,  this  would 
deprive  the  half  dozen  smaller  mills  now 
dependent  on  the  northern  redwood  pur¬ 
chase  unit  from  their  timber  supply.  Thus, 
the  action  would  be  one  of  making  a  single 
large  company  whole  at  the  expense  of  sev¬ 
eral  smaller  companies  and  without  adding 
significantly  to  local  employment. 

There  has  been  consistent  and  strong  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  principle  involved  since  it  was 
first  proposed  14  years  ago  by  the  Congress, 
the  executive  agencies,  and  the  Bureau  of 
Budget  to  proposals  for  payment  in  kind  to 
achieve  Federal  conservation  projects. 

The  administration  sees  no  reason  an  ex¬ 
ception  should  be  made  to  principle  or  prec¬ 
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edent  in  the  present  instance,  especially  in 
view  of  the  additional  timber  that  is  being 
made  available  from  the  Six  Rivers  National 
Forest  and  the  other  benefits  that  would 
accrue  to  the  county — employment  and  dol- 
larwise — as  outlined  in  this  letter. 

The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  now 
returns  to  Del  Norte  County  $150,000  to  $200,- 
000  a  year  of  revenues  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

In  summary,  considering  both  the  Six 
Rivers  National  Forest  and  the  northern 
redwood  purchase  unit,  the  administration  is 
opposed  to  trading  national  forest  land  and 
timber  to  the  Rellim  Redwood  Co.  It  is  ap¬ 
parent,  furthermore,  that  the  purchase  unit 
can  continue  to  operate  as  it  has  and  that 
additional  timber  can  be  made  available  from 
the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest  to  more  than 
offset  the  reduction  in  the  Rellim  operations. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  can¬ 
not  understand  why  the  committee  has 
included  this  language  in  the  pending 
bill  and  still  contends  that  Mr.  Udall 
supports  that  position,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  letter  which  I  have  just  had 
made  part  of  the  Record. 

Mr.  President,  the  lands  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  under  the  pending  bill  in  order 
to  create  a  Redwood  National  Park  are 
lands  that  were  acquired  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  under  the  Weeks  Act. 

Section  11  of  the  Weeks  Act  reads: 

That,  subject  to  the  provision  of  the  last 
preceding  section,  the  lands  acquired  under 
this  Act  shall  be  permanently  reserved,  held, 
and  administered  as  national  forest  lands 
under  the  provisions  of  section  24  of  the 
Act  approved  March  3rd,  1891. 

The  law  accents  the  words  “perma¬ 
nently  reserved”  and  “held.”  Not  tem¬ 
porarily,  but  permanently. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  here  a  large 
tract  of  land  consisting  of  some  14,500 
acres,  land  that  was  acquired  under  the 
Weeks  Act  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  was  to  be  held  permanently  by  the 
Government. 

A  provision  of  the  pending  bill  would 
permit  this  exchange  to  be  made  even 
though  it  is  a  direct  violation  of  the 
Weeks  Act  and  is  also  against  the  ad¬ 
ministration  views. 

We  have  a  national  forest  in  my  State. 
Quite  a  few  acres  of  land  have  been 
bought  there  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  That  land  has  been  reseeded  and 
replanted.  And  the  land  provides  a  good 
source  of  revenue  for  the  parishes  in 
which  the  land  is  located  because  the 
parishes  receive  part  of  the  proceeds 
from  the  trees  that  are  cut  and  sold. 
Money  derived  from  that  source  is  paid 
to  the  parishes  in  Louisiana  in  lieu  of 
taxes. 

If  the  pending  bill  is  enacted  into  law, 
all  lands  that  are  to  be  exchanged  for 
privately  owned  lands  will  go  into  the 
hands  of  private  individuals,  and  the 
parishes  or  counties  in  which  land  is 
located  will  lose  the  payments  formerly 
derived  therefrom  and  will  not  be  able 
to  obtain  the  revenue  that  they  now  ob¬ 
tain  from  the  Government  as  their  share 
of  the  receipts  from  the  cutting  and 
sale  of  these  trees  to  privately  owned 
mills. 

The  bill  originally  submitted  contained 
a  provision  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  can  take  funds  from  the  Treasury 
and  compensate  the  county  affected  as 
a  result  of  the  acquisition  of  private 
lands. 
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Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  Senator  has  just  answered  the  ques¬ 
tion  which  I  intended  to  ask. 

My  question  was:  If  the  land  given 
in  exchange  for  the  other  land  were 
to  become  the  property  of  a  private 
owner,  taxes  would  normally  result  from 
such  ownership. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  However,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  the  Senator  states  there  is  pro¬ 
vision  here  that  instead  of  the  private 
owner  who  has  acquired  such  lands  as 
the  result  of  an  exchange  having  to  pay 
the  taxes  on  such  land,  the  U.S. 
taxpayers  will  have  to  pay  them  through 
contributions  made  to  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury,  which  contributions  will  then  be 
used  to  pay  the  taxes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  way  the 
original  bill  was  drafted;  however,  that 
provision  was  removed  in  committee. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  that  is  not 
my  understanding  of  what  would  happen 
if  the  pending  bill  were  enacted  into  law. 

The  lands  presently  constituting  the 
so-called  redwoods  purchase  unit  would 
come  under  the  ownership  of  the  private 
landowners.  That  land  would  immedi¬ 
ately  go  on  the  tax  rolls  and  be  subject  to 
taxation. 

The  other  alternative  contained  in  the 
pending  bill  before  the  committee  made 
this  change  was  that  there  be  a  payment 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  the  parish 
or  county  in  which  the  land  is  located  in 
lieu  of  taxes,  so  as  to  compensate  for 
the  loss  of  tax  revenue. 

This  is  one  of  the  difficulties  that  the 
committee  faced.  We  have  had  the  pro¬ 
posal  in  committee  again  and  again  that 
if  we  establish  national  parks,  monu¬ 
ments,  and  other  national  reserves,  we 
become  involved  in  the  matter  of  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  local  taxing  unit  in  lieu  of 
taxes. 

So  far,  we  have  always  resisted  the 
thinking  that  this  is  an  area  we  should 
not  get  into;  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  become  so  involved  with  pay¬ 
ments  in  lieu  of  taxes  that  we  should  stay 
away  from  such  a  practice.  Besides,  there 
is  always  the  convenience  of  saying, 
“Why  should  the  Federal  Government 
make  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes?  The  na¬ 
tional  parks  and  monuments  tend  to 
stimulate  the  economy.  They  bring  in 
business  from  which  the  local  govern¬ 
mental  emits  tend  to  benefit.” 

But  returning  to  the  first  point,  I  do 
not  understand  that  these  lands  would 
not  go  on  the  tax  rolls  immediately.  They 
are  now  in  the  Redwood  purchase  units. 
They  are  now  tax-exempt  because  they 
are  owned  by  the  Federal  Government. 
But  once  they  have  been  transferred  into 
private  ownership,  they  will  immediately 
go  onto  the  tax  rolls  of  the  counties.  This 
was  one  of  the  reasons  why  the  commit¬ 
tee,  in  considering  the  whole  problem, 
which  is  very  complex  and  difficult,  said 
that  one  of  the  ways  in  which  to  lessen 
the  impact  on  the  small  County  of  Del 


Norte,  where  about  70  percent  of  the 
county  is  owned  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  is  to  put  some  of  these  lands  on 
the  tax  rolls,  because  some  other  lands 
will  be  withdrawn  from  the  tax  rolls.  The 
exchange  will  almost  balance  out,  if  that 
is  done. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  read  from  page  21 
of  the  report; 

PAYMENTS  IN  LIEU  OP  TAX 

The  administration  bill  provided  for  eco¬ 
nomic  adjustment  payments  for  a  5-year  pe¬ 
riod  to  Del  Norte  County  and  its  local  gov¬ 
ernment  bodies  to  offset  the  immediate 
impact  of  land  acquisition  for  the  park. 
These  payments  have  been  eliminated  by 
the  committee.  Only  in  one  instance,  Grand 
Teton  National  Park  Act,  64  Stat.  849,  has 
Congress  authorized  payments  in  lieu  of  tax 
in  connection  with  land  acquisition  for  park 
purposes.  This  committee  does  not  feel  that 
the  establishment  of  such  a  policy  at  this 
time  would  be  in  the  national  interest. 

Mr.  MOSS.  That  description  applies 
to  the  so-called  administration  bill,  and 
it  has  been  changed  by  the  committee. 
The  clean  bill  before  the  Senate  does  not 
provide  for  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  President,  the  effect  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  very  simple.  It  would  delete  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  trade  federally  owned  lands  in  the 
northern  redwood  purchase  unit  for  pri¬ 
vate  lands  within  the  proposed  park. 
That  is  all  it  would  do. 

The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit, 
with  approximately  14,500  acres  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service, 
was  acquired  under  the  Weeks  Act  over 
25  years  ago.  This  national  forest  area 
is  of  extreme  importance  to  the  people 
of  northern  California.  Coming  from 
Louisiana,  I  know  the  value  of  national 
forests  to  the  people  of  surrounding  com¬ 
munities  and  to  the  Nation. 

Some  35  years  ago,  the  Kisatchie 
National  Forest  was  established  in  my 
State.  Cutover  forest  land  was  pur¬ 
chased  ;  and  under  provisions  of  the 
Weeks  Act,  the  same  act  under  which 
the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  was 
created  just  a  few  years  later,  under  a 
program  of  wise  management  by  the 
Forest  Service,  denuded  land  was  planted, 
reseeded,  and  protected  from  fire,  until 
today  the  Kisatchie  National  Forest  is  a 
great  economic  asset  to  our  State  and 
particularly  to  the  parishes  in  which  the 
land  is  located.  The  annual  allowable 
cut  this  forest  supports  is  now  over  60 
million  board  feet— this  from  land  which 
supported  only  stumps  when  brought  into 
the  national  forest. 

This  forest  was  the  base  of  numerous 
research  activities.  Direct  seeding  of  cut¬ 
over  forest  lands,  now  so  widely  used  in 
the  west  coast,  was  pioneered  in  Louisi¬ 
ana.  The  national  forest  was  the  kind 
of  “show  me”  laboratory  that  local  op¬ 
erators  and  forest  visitors  could  see  and 
understand.  A  whole  cycle  of  forestry 
activities  has  been  run  in  my  State  over 
the  past  30  to  50  years  on  both  the 
national  forest  and  private  lands. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  First  I  wish  to  say  that 
in  all  problems  that  both  California 


Senators  have  presented  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  they  have  re¬ 
ceived  more  than  fair  consideration. 
They  have  had  sympathetic  consideration 
and  assistance.  I  respect  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  and  he  knows  of  my 
feelings;  but  I  say  to  him  that  he  does 
not  accurately  reflect  the  views  of  the 
people  of  California,  of  the  people  of 
northern  California,  or  of  the  people  who 
live  in  the  two  counties  which  would  be 
affected  by  the  park. 

Yesterday,  I  put  into  the  Record  urgent 
pleas  by  the  representatives  of  the  gov¬ 
ernments  of  the  Counties  of  Del  Norte 
and  Humboldt,  urging  that  the  Senator’s 
amendment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  not  tried  to 
misrepresent  the  feelings  and  beliefs 
of  the  people  of  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  would  never  misrepresent. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  said  earlier,  if 
this  amendment  remains  in,  of  course 
they  will  be  for  the  bill.  But  if  it  is  re¬ 
jected,  they  will  be  against  it.  Am  I 
correct?  I  ask  the  Senator  to  answer 
“yes”  or  “no.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  know.  There 
is  a  difference  of  opinion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Governor  is 
against  it  unless  that  provision  is  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
why. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  He  is  now  sending 
telegrams  to  some  Senators  to  vote  for 
the  bill  because  of  this  provision. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
why  the  Governor  is  against  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  will  tell  the  Senator  why  the 
Governor  desires  to  keep  the  purchase 
unit  exchange  in  the  bill.  He  does  not 
want  to  contribute  to  unemployment 
in  either  Del  Norte  or  Humboldt  Coun¬ 
ties.  If  the  purchase  unit  is  not  made 
a  part  of  the  transaction,  the  tax  base  in 
Del  Norte  County  will  shrink. 

The  Governor  takes  the  same  position 
with  respect  to  the  purchase  unit  that 
the  president  of  the  Sierra  Club  takes. 
I  implore  the  Senator  to  listen  to  the 
words  of  the  president  of  the  Sierra  Club. 
There  is  not  a  better  friend  of  conserva¬ 
tion  in  this  country  than  the  president  of 
the  Sierra  Club.  It  is  a  nationwide  con¬ 
servation  organization.  This  is  what  he 
has  said  about  this  matter,  and  I  read 
from  page  S15586  of  yesterday’s  Record: 

The  key  to  the  financing  of  the  compromise 
bill  of  the  Committee  is  use  of  the  Northern 
Redwood  Purchase  Unit  which  the  Federal 
government  now  owns,  on  an  exchange  basis 
to  acquire  needed  parkland.  .  .  .  This  unit 
itself  does  not  lend  itself  to  park  manage¬ 
ment.  The  Committee  felt,  and  we  agree,  that 
it  makes  good  sense  to  phase  out  this  abor¬ 
tive  redwood  program  to  enable  the  National 
Park  program  to  succeed.  No  adverse  prece¬ 
dent  is  intended  as  these  lands  are  not  regu¬ 
lar  national  forest  lands  and  have  never 
served  their  intended  purpose. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an  edi¬ 
torial  published  in  the  San  Francisco 
Examiner  of  October  27,  1967,  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

A  Sound  Plan  To  Save  Redwoods 

The  three-year  battle  to  establish  a  red¬ 
woods  national  park  in  Northern  California 
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appeared  near  successful  conclusion  a  few 
days  ago  with  approval  of  a  compromise  by 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee. 

Now  administration  opposition  has  turned 
up  and  Rep.  Wayne  Asplnall,  chairman  of 
the  House  Interior  Committee,  refuses  to  act 
until  his  staff  Inspects  the  area,  probably  not 
until  next  year. 

We  regret  the  delay.  The  Senate  bill  repre¬ 
sents  the  most  generally  accepted  plan  yet 
advanced.  The  possibility  of  resumed  logging 
In  the  proposed  park  and  the  uncertainties 
of  the  times  combine  to  urge  prompt  con¬ 
gressional  approval  while  there  Is  yet  time. 

A  unique  feature  of  the  Senate  plan,  co¬ 
authored  by  Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel  (R-Callf.), 
Is  a  trade  of  federal  lands  for  private  lands 
to  round  out  the  park.  The  rest  of  the  park 
could  be  composed  of  three  existing  state 
parks.  Kuchel  says  the  trade  would  cut  about 
$60  million  from  the  estimated  $99.8  million 
cost  of  acquiring  private  acreage. 

That  Is  a  most  persuasive  argument  In  be¬ 
half  of  the  committee  bill,  particularly  In  a 
time  of  retrenchment  talk  about  federal 
spending. 

Secretary  of  Interior  Udall,  while  favoring 
a  redwood  park,  opposes  the  land  trade.  So 
does  Sen.  Clinton  Anderson  (D-N.M.) ,  a  com¬ 
mittee  member. 

But  we  think  the  average  citizen  would 
view  this  as  a  rare  opportunity  to  trade 
relatively  undistinguished  forest  lands  for 
lands  that  bear  priceless  groves  of  towering, 
ancient  redwoods. 

An  important  advantage  of  the  Kuchel 
park  version  is  that  It  spreads  the  park’s 
economic  impact  among  four  lumber  com¬ 
panies  Instead  of  one. 

Rep.  Asplnall  says  the  situation  gets  more 
mixed  up  every  day.  We  strongly  feel  It  can 
be  un-mixed  by  approval  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Until  a  plan  is  settled  on,  uncertainty  will 
continue  to  plague  lumber  Interests,  local 
governments  and  local  people.  We  hope  this 
point  will  not  be  lost  on  Rep.  Asplnall,  others 
in  Congress  and  the  national  administra¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senate  desires  to  save  redwood  trees 
which  are  centuries  old — some  of  them 
2,000  years  old — and  wants  to  authorize 
$100  million  to  do  so,  which  is  in  our 
bill,  the  Senate  should  also  realize  that 
there  are  other  considerations. 

It  has  been  a  long  tortuous  trail  for 
people  to  try  to  put  together  a  bill  that 
can  become  law.  There  is  no  use  kidding 
ourselves.  The  hour  is  late.  If  the  Sen¬ 
ate  refuses  to  go  along  with  a  bill  that 
is  feasible  and  realistic,  and  which  is  en¬ 
dorsed  by  conservation  groups  concerned 
with  redwood  preservation,  we  might  just 
as  well  forget  about  it  and  let  the  red¬ 
woods  be  chopped  down.  I  say  that  most 
sincerely  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  position.  I  understand  the  good 
that  would  come  to  California  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  this  measure,  and  I  do  not  blame 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Will  come  to  the  Na¬ 
tion,  my  friend. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  probably  do 
the  same  thing  if  I  were  in  California. 
In  the  Senator’s  State  there  are  lots  of 
State  parks  owned  and  controlled  by  the 
local  government. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  true.  We  have  20 
million  and  people  come  into  our  State 
from  across  the  country.  We  are  a  part  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  I  know  that. 
The  Senator  read  a  statement  of  some¬ 
one  desiring  this  measure. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes,  sir. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  On  October  27,  1967, 
the  following  wire  was  sent  to  President 
Johnson: 

We  support  a  redwoods  national  park  and 
are  looking  to  you  to  uphold  the  outstand¬ 
ing  conservation  record  of  your  administra¬ 
tion  as  well  as  long  established  policy  that 
national  forest  lands  of  this  country  not  be 
used  as  trading  stock  in  support  of  unrelated 
Federal  programs. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  was  not  a  national 
forest. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  My  dear  sir,  it  was 
land  acquired  under  the  Weeks  Act  and 
the  Weeks  Act  prohibits  the  transfer  of 
this  land. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
what  it  was. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  on  limited  time, 
Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
continue  to  read  the  telegram : 

Specifically,  we  are  opposed  to  provisions 
In  the  current  Redwood  National  Park  bill 
which  would  exchange  national  forest  land6 
for  private  timber  lands.  We  can  see  no  pur¬ 
pose  In  subordinating  the  broad  public  In¬ 
terest  to  the  pressures  of  some  California 
Interests — 

Including  my  good  friend  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  the  Governor. 

Of  course,  they  are  for  this  bill  with 
the  amendment  which  eliminates  this 
exchange,  and  this  is  signed  by: 

American  Forestry  Assn.,  Ken  Pomeroy, 
Chief  Forester. 

Boone  and  Crockett  Club,  John  E.  Rhea, 
Cons.  Comm.  Chem. 

Izaak  Walton  League  of  America,  Joseph 
W.  Penfold,  Cons.  Director. 

National  Rifle  Assn,  of  America,  Frank  C. 
Daniel,  Secy. 

National  Wildlife  Federation,  Thomas  L. 
Kimball,  Exec.  Dir. 

North  American  Wildlife  Foundation,  C. 
R.  Gutermuth,  Secy. 

Sport  Fishing  Institute,  P.  A.  Douglas, 
Exec.  Secy. 

Wildlife  Management  Institute,  Ira  N. 
Gabrlelson,  Pres. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  I  had  had  more 
time  in  preparing  for  this  debate  but  it 
was  thrown  in  my  lap  yesterday  morning 
and  I  did  not  have  a  chance  to  look  into 
the  matter  until  last  night  for  about  an 
hour,  and  this  morning. 

Mr.  President,  it  strikes  me  that  the 
Senate  should,  by  all  means,  vote  for  the 
amendment  I  propose. 

I  repeat  that  when  Mr.  Udall  present¬ 
ed  the  bill  to  the  Senate  the  provision 
I  am  trying  to  delete  was  not  in  that  bill 
because  the  administration  was  against 
it.  All  I  am  asking  is  that  the  Udall  bill, 
the  one  submitted  to  the  committee,  be 
amended  so  as  to  strike  out  what  was  not 
in  that  bill  when  it  was  presented  to 
the  Congress  some  time  ago. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Has  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  acted  on  this  measure? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 
I  do  not  think  they  will.  They  have 
turned  it  down  many  times  already. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  What  is 


the  position  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
on  this? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  are  against  it. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Against 
the  Senator’s  amendment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  are  for  my 
amendment,  and  against  the  provisions 
in  the  bill.  They  are  for  my  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  a  little  empire 
building. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know  of  any¬ 
body  outside  of  California  who  is  for  the 
committee  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  ask  that  the  Senator 
look  at  the  Senators  in  the  committee 
who  joined  as  sponsors.  Lee  Metcalf  is 
as  able  a  conservationist  as  there  is  and 
he  is  all  the  way  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  for  the  bill  if  we 
adopt  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Lee  Metcalf  is  against 
the  Senator’s  amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  this  amendment 
was  put  in  after  the  Interior  bill  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  us. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  We  redrafted  this 
bill - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Surely  you  did. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  order  to  have  a  vi¬ 
able  and  feasible  park  bill  reported  out 
of  the  Senate  committee  and  have  a 
chance  for  passage  by  the  Senate. 

This  has  been  vastly  changed.  The 
original  bill  provided  for  “in  lieu”  pay¬ 
ments  in  Del  Norte  County.  Some  per¬ 
sons  on  the  committee  said  that  they 
would  not  go  for  it  if  there  were  “in  lieu” 
payments,  and  we  took  it  out. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  all  right,  but 
the  way  you  did  it  was  to  violate  the 
Weeks  Act. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  you  did;  because 
the  measure  provides  that  lands  pur¬ 
chased  under  the  Weeks  Act  can  be  ex¬ 
changed  by  the  Federal  Government  for 
privately  owned  land,  and  that  provision 
was  put  in  the  bill  just  lately.  I  do  not 
know  how  many  Senators  know  about 
that. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  not  so,  if  I  may 
respectfully  say  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  When  was  that  pro¬ 
vision  put  in  and  who  put  it  in? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  (Mr.  Anderson]  asked  our  com¬ 
mittee  to  put  in  an  amendment  to  the 
bill.  He  knew  we  were  going  to  approve 
the  bill,  and  so  he  asked  for  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  endeavor  to  obviate  any  possible 
violation  of  the  Weeks  Act.  Everyone  in 
the  committee  agreed.  That  is  the  reason 
we  put  in  the  bill  the  language  on  page  3, 
line  14  “Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law.”  We  did  it  at  his  request,  so 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  was  the 
author  of  that  amendment.  We  acceded 
to  his  request.  The  committee  does  not 
want  this  exchange  to  be  a  precedent, 
but  there  is  only  one  place  in  all  of  God’s 
globe  where  we  have  these  trees  which 
were  living  at  the  time  when  Christ  died. 
There  is  no  other  place  like  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  if  this 
bill  is  passed  with  the  amendment  I  am 
suggesting,  we  will  have  the  redwoods 
just  the  same,  because  there  is  authorized 
$100  million  for  appropriations  in  order 
to  purchase  this  land.  I  have  no  doubt  but 
that  if  the  bill  is  enacted,  that  pressure 
will  be  brought  to  bear  to  obtain  money 
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immediately  in  order  to  buy  these  red¬ 
woods  before  they  are  all  cut  down.  I 
know  that. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  said,  the  com¬ 
mittee  changed  the  administration  bill 
and  put  in  the  language  that  I  am  trying 
to  delete  from  the  bill  now.  I  doubt  that 
many  Senators  whose  names  are  on  that 
bill  know  about  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Oh,  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  was  done  in  com¬ 
mittee. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Proxmihe  assumed 
tsl*iG  ch&lr  )  * 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  the  event  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  is  agreed  to,  the  U.S.  Government 
will  be  in  the  position  to  acquire  what 
are  known  as  the  redwood  forests  in¬ 
volved  in  this  controversy? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Without  any  doubt. 
We  have  an  authorization  of  $100  mil¬ 
lion. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  addition  to  that, 
the  14,000 - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No,  no,  no. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  in  addition  to 
that,  the  14,000  acres  which  have  been 
authorized  to  be  exchanged  will  remain 
in  the  Forest  Service  for  use  by  the  U.S. 
Government  in  accordance  with  the  laws 
and  the  best  judgment  of  the  Forest 
Service.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  They  will  remain  the 
possession  of  the  United  States  if  not 
exchanged. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly,  they  will. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  So  we  have  the  Red¬ 
wood  Park  acquired  by  the  $100  million. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  we  will  also  have 
this  14,000  acres  that  were  acquired  un¬ 
der  the  act  which  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  referred  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  my 
good  friend  from  California  and  also  my 
good  friend  from  Washington  were  not 
here  a  while  ago  when  I  read  section  11. 
All  of  the  land  that  is  sought  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  was  acquired  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  under  the  Weeks  Act. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  was  purchased,  was 
it  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  and  it  is  owned 
by  the  Government. 

Under  the  Weeks  Act  there  is  this  sig¬ 
nificant  provision: 

Sec.  H.  That,  aubject  to  the  provisions  of 
tho  last  preceding  section,  the  lands  acquired 
under  this  Act  shall  be  permanently  re¬ 
served,  held,  and  administered  as  national 
forest  lands  under  tho  provisions  of  section 
twenty-four  of  the  Act  approved  March  third, 
eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-one. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may, 
I  wish  to  finish  my  question,  please. 

In  the  event  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  adopted,  with 
$100  million,  the  redwood  park  will  be 
acquired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  sir. 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  will  still  remain  the  owner  of  the 
14,000  acres,  to  be  used  in  pursuance  of 
this  authority. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  that  is  14,000 
acres  of  redwood  lands  but  not  of  the  age 
and  timber  quality  of  those  they  were 
seeking  to  acquire. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  very  little  time 
left. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  All  right,  I  will  give 
the  Senator  some  of  my  time — whatever 
the  Senator  needs.  He  has  an  hour  and 
a  half. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  I  have  an  hour 
and  a  half,  at  least  for  myself  to - 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Just  to  clarify  two 
points. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  All  right. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  has  the  idea  that  the  lands 
remain  forever  in  Federal  ownership.  I 
know  that  the  Senator  did  not  have  an 
opportunity  to  read  the  whole  section  of 
the  statute,  but  in  order  to  make  it  clear 
so  that  we  all  understand  this,  he  should 
point  out  that  the  Forest  Service  has 
authority  to  exchange  Weeks  land  for 
private  land. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  To  round  out  the 
area,  yks. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  It  has  broad  authority. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  only  to  enterdnto 
exchanges  of  small  tracts  not  to  ex¬ 
change  as  much  as  14,500  acres  for  these 
purposes.  The  only  purpose  is  to  round 
out  Forest  lands. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Yes,  they  could. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  far  removed 
from  the - 

Mr.  JACKSON.  They  have  engaged  in 
very  large  exchanges  before. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Surely. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  letter,  printed  in 
the  report,  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Bud¬ 
get  shows  that  it  is  their  position  that 
this  could  be  done  in  order  to  round  out 
the  area.  In  other  words,  the  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice  could  exchange  a  tract  for  privately 
owned  lands  to  round  out  its  own  hold¬ 
ings  but  not  to  do  what  the  Senator  is 
now  suggesting,  my  dear  sir. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  Forest  Service  has 
the  authority  to  engage  in  large  ex¬ 
changes  if  it  is  part  of  the  overall  man¬ 
agement  scheme. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  All  right. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  This  covers  a  wide 
area. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  So  that  Senators  will 
understand  what  this  controversy  is 
about,  let  me  say  that  I  can  stand  here 
and  say  without  contradiction  that  if  the 
14,500  acres  were  now  in  the  hands  of  the 
Interior  Department  for  administration, 
there  would  not  even  be  debate.  I  think 
Senators  should  understand  that  this 
is  an  ancient  fight  between  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  which  goes  back  to  1908. 
The  original  bill  that  came  up  here  from 
the  administration  provided  for  wide  ex¬ 
change  authority - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  land - 

Mr.  JACKSON.  With  no  limitation - 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  not  national 
forest  land. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Wait  a  minute.  It  cov¬ 
ered  everything  within  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  under  the  management  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Exactly. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  will  read  it  to  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  familiar  with  it. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  All  right. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  the  Senator  has 
added  this  other - 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  want  to  say  to  my 
good  friend,  so  that  we  fully  understand 
this  issue,  that  if  the  14,500  acres  were 
within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  there  would  not  be 
any  dispute  at  all. 

I  want  to  make  two  points.  One,  that 
wo  have  the  problem  here  of  appropria¬ 
tions.  We  are  talking  about  $100  million 
in  acquisition  costs.  We  can  argue  that 
figure  one  way  or  the  other,  but  that  is 
the  best  estimate. 

Say  that  the  purchase  unit  has  a  value 
of  $00  million.  We  would  save  $60  mil¬ 
lion  on  appropriations.  That  is  an  impor¬ 
tant  factor  in  considering  the  bill.  I 
think  it  is  essential  that  Senators  fully 
understand  what  Is  involved  here  in  con¬ 
nection  with  that  item. 

Second,  in  the  original  administration 
bill,  provision  was  made  for  “in  lieu” 
assistance  to  the  county  that  would  be 
affected — Del  Norte  County — because  of 
the  large  losses  that  would  accrue  by 
reason  of  timber  taking  in  that  county. 
Now  that  provision  is  out.  We  felt  that 
the  millowners  who  were  going  to  have 
their  timber  taken,  in  order  to  provide 
for  the  park,  should  have  the  option  here 
of  being  able  to  acquire  land  in  lieu  of 
cash  payments.  It  is  not  mandatory.  It 
is  permissive.  Thus,  I  think  that  if  we 
analyze  this  on  those  counts,  the  equities 
are  clearly  in  favor  of  this  move.  I  think 
it  is  rather  tragic  that  we  get  trapped 
here  in  this  bureaucratic  snarl  between 
the  Department  of  Interior  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

If  anyone  has  studied  this  problem 
through  the  years — and  I  know  that  my 
good  friend  from  Louisiana  has,  because 
he  is  the  very  able  chairman  of  the 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee — I 
think  we  will  all  agree  that  most  of  these 
Interdepartmental  quarrels  are  clearly 
unnecessary.  When  we  have  such  a  quar¬ 
rel  presented  to  us,  as  it  is  being  pre¬ 
sented  here  today,  I  suggest  that  Con¬ 
gress  is  the  appropriate  agency  to  settle 
it,  and  we  can  do  it  in  this  case. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  read  to  my 
good  friend  from  Washington  a  letter 
from  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Udall — 
the  Senator  from  Washington  was  not 
here  awhile  ago  when  I  read  it: 

There  have  been  extensive  discussions  be¬ 
tween  State  oiflclals  and  representatives  of 
the  Bureau  of  tho  Budget  and  tho  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture.  The 
subject  you  raise  has  been  thoroughly  aired. 
The  position  of  tho  Administration  is  firm 
against  the  transfer  of  National  Forest  lands 
to  tho  Stato  of  California  or  to  private  lum¬ 
ber  interests  as  part  of  tho  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  transactions.  Wo  feel  this  gen¬ 
eral  principle  must  be  upheld  always. 

It  has  been  the  long-standing  position  of 
tho  Government,  and  I  know  you  are  in 
agreement  with  this,  that  the  National 
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Forests  should  be  maintained  intact  and 
that  when  private  timberlands  are  needed 
by  the  Federal  Government  in  the  public 
interest,  payment  should  be  in  cash  and  not 
in  kind. 

That  is  Secretary  Udall  talking. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Well — I  have  no  more 
time - 

Mr.  JACKSON.  It  is  responsive  entire¬ 
ly  to  his  letter. 

Mf.  ELLENDER.  I  have  only  30  or  40 
minutes  left. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  have  another  letter 
here  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
[Laughter] . 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  a  result  of 
someone  pressuring  him  into  giving  in — 
all  right— well,  if  it  is  to  contradict  what 
he  said  before — well,  that  is  why  I  say,  I 
do  not  know  who  is  responsible  for  this, 
but  when  Secretary  Udall  sent  the  bill 
up  for  the  first  time,  the  provision  that 
I  am  now  trying  to  delete  was  not  in 
that  bill,  and  he  was  in  strict  accord  with 
the  views  that  I  now  entertain;  but, 
somehow,  in  between,  there  has  been  a 
change  of  heart. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  This  is  a  letter  which  I 
received  from  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  dated  October  31 - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  That  is  quite  recent — 
that  is  yesterday. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes — that  is  right — 
that  is  right.  He  changed  his  mind. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  may  we  have  order  in  the  gal¬ 
leries? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  gal¬ 
leries  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  this 
letter  should  be  added  to  the  Record.  I 
am  sorry  now  that  I  have  a  time  limita¬ 
tion  on  this  bill  because  it  should  be 
discussed  before  we  pass  on  it.  I  should 
like  to  know  why  he  changed  his  mind 
and  who  had  him  change  his  mind. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  do  not  wish  to  in¬ 
trude  upon  the  Senator’s  time  any  fur¬ 
ther.  I  want  to  read  only  two  paragraphs 
from  the  letter  and  then  I  shall  desist. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Read  the  "whole 
thing. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  shall  put  the  com¬ 
plete  letter  in  the  Record  later.  May  I 
just  read  two  paragraphs  now,  and  make 
it  very  clear  so  that  there  is  no  dispute 
about  it?  I  shall  quote  now  the  two 
paragraphs.  The  rest  of  it  does  not  need 
to  be  read  at  this  time : 

The  Administration  has  opposed  the  use  of 
our  National  Forests  as  trading  stock.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Senate  Committee  argues  that  this 
is  an  “extraordinary  situation  in  which  an 
exception  is  necessary”'.  Your  Committee  fur¬ 
ther  points  out  that  the  Northern  Redwoods 
Purchase  Unit  is  not  in  an  established  Na¬ 
tional  Forest. 

If  the  Congress  considers  the  land  ex¬ 
change  provision  to  be  absolutely  essential  to 
enactment  of  the  legislation,  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  is  presented  with  a  new  policy  issue 
which  must  be  resolved.  As  yet,  for  obvious 
reasons,  the  Administration  has  taken  no 
stand  one  way  or  the  other  on  this  specific 
question.  If  the  creation  of  the  Redwoods 
Park  hinges  on  this  kind  of  compromise  I  can 
only  express  my  own  personal  view  that  such 
a  compromise  would  be  acceptable  only  if 
everyone  concerned  pledged  firm  adherence 


in  the  future  to  the  existing  policy  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  Federally  owned  lands  in  our  Na¬ 
tional  Forests  against  land  exchange. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  personal 
view  of  Secretary  Udall,  and  not  the 
view  of  the  Department  nor  the 
administration. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  a  question  of  the  Senator 
from  Washington,  if  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  will  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  These  14,500  acres,  I 
understand,  were  acquired  in  1940  at  a 
price  of  $440,000;  am  I  correct  about 
that? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  think  that  is  the  ap¬ 
proximate  time  when  they  were 
acquired.  The  first  move  on  them  was 
made  in  1934.  The  actual  acquisitions,  I 
believe,  occurred  in  1940. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  point  I  am  trying 
to  make  is  that  the  land  was  acquired 
in  1940  at  a  cost  of  $440,000,  and  the 
14,500  acres  are  now  estimated  to  have 
a  value  of  at  least  $30  million.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Well,  we  have  an  esti¬ 
mate  of  $60  million. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  lumber  people 
from  whom  these  redwood  forests  would 
be  acquired  will  want  these  14,000  acres, 
having  a  value  of  $60  million.  Why? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  answer  is  simple. 
The  answer  is  that,  in  the  case  of  two 
mills,-  they  are  directly  dependent  for 
their  existence  on  timber  within  the  pro¬ 
posed  park  boundaries.  The  Areata  Lum¬ 
ber  Co.,  for  example,  employs  300  men. 
It  would  go  out  of  business  unless  it 
could  obtain,  in  substantial  part,  land 
to  replace  the  land  it  would  lose. 

The  original  administration  bill  had  a 
provision  for  economic  adjustment  pay¬ 
ments  to  communities  in  Del  Norte 
County  for  a  period  of  time  to  take  care 
of  the  losses  that  would  occur  economi¬ 
cally.  That  is  the  reason  why  we  provide 
for  this  exchange.  It  relates  entirely  to 
the  economics  of  the  community. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  it  is  advisable  to 
protect  the  redwood  forests,  why  is  it  not 
wise  to  retain  the  14,000  acres  which  they 
want  and  which  was  acquired  at  a  cost  of 
$440,000,  which  value  has  increased  to 
at  least  $30  million  in  the  last  27  years? 
Why  should  not  we  keep  both? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  14,000  acres  are 
being  logged.  We  are  proposing  that  the 
same  policy  be  continued. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  that  the  land  owned  within  the 
confines  of  this  proposed  park  is  con¬ 
trolled,  as  I  remember,  by  four  com¬ 
panies,  and  the  four  companies  will  get 
these  14,500  acres  of  land.  The  small 
sawmills  in  that  area  which  are  depend¬ 
ent  on  this  land  will  be  without  any  logs 
from  the  purchase  unit. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  ? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  The  Senator  is 
-taking  all  my  time. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Those  small  companies 
are  going  to  be  taken  care  of  by  the  in¬ 
creased  cut  allowance  in  the  Six  Rivers 
National  Forest. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  at  the  Federal 
Government’s  expense.  That  is  how  it  is 
being  -done. 

Mr.  President,  a  little  while  ago,  be¬ 


fore  I  was  interrupted,  I  made  reference 
to  the  Kisatchie  National  Forest  in  the 
State  of  Louisiana. 

Today  the  people  of  Louisiana  are 
solidly  behind  the  work  being  carried  on 
in  the  Kisatchie  National  Forest.  The 
592,000  acres  of  national  forest  have  be¬ 
come  an  integral  part  of  the  natural  re¬ 
source  economy  of  Louisiana.  It  belongs 
to  both  the  citizens  of  Louisiana  and  to 
all  the  people  of  our  Nation,  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  14,000  acres  are  now 
owned  in  northern  California,  which 
would  be  traded  if  my  amendment  is  not 
adopted. 

Hunters,  fishermen,  campers,  all  use 
it — while  at  the  same  time  valuable  crops 
of  sawlogs,  pulpwood.  Veneer  logs,  and 
other  forest  products  are  harvested  by 
our  timber  operators. 

If  we  fail  to  adopt  amendment  No. 
426,  we  will  endanger  the  Kisatchie  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  and  all  of  the  national  for¬ 
ests  throughout  the  Nation.  We  will  open 
the  floodgates  for  those  who  are  making 
demands  that  these  public  lands  be  used 
to  pay  for  parks,  reservoirs,  and  high¬ 
way  rights-of-way.  As  Senator  Ander¬ 
son  indicated  when  he  submitted  the 
amendment,  regardless  of  the  efforts  to 
distinguish  the  creation  of  a  redwood 
national  park  from  other  Federal  proj¬ 
ects,  we  will  not  successfully  keep  down 
the  pressures  to  use  national  forest  lands 
as  trading  stock  for  other  Federal  proj¬ 
ects  whose  sponsors  will  claim  that  they 
are  also  uniquely  significant. 

Aside  from  the  precedent  this  “trade 
off”  will  set,  there  are  other  important 
reasons  for  not  using  these  national  for¬ 
est  lands  to  pay  for  the  redwood  park. 
It  will  not  put  any  more  forest  land  into 
production,  because  the  purchase  unit 
land  is  available  for  timber  harvest  by 
private  operators  under  the  procedures 
now  used  on  all  national  forests,  as  I 
have  just  indicated.  Recreation,  hunting, 
and  fishing,  and  other  uses  would  not  be 
enhanced,  because  they  are  all  uses  now 
recognized  by  the  Forest  Service  and 
geared  to  make  the  greatest  contribu¬ 
tion  possible  to  the  local  counties  and 
their  needs. 

No  additional  or  new  jobs  would  be 
created  as  a  result  of  this  “trade  off” 
of  national  forest  lands.  Established 
timber  operators  and  other  people  in  the 
area  depend  on  the  existing  and  poten¬ 
tial  forest  resources  for  their  livelihood. 
Others  would  be  taking  these  same  jobs 
if  a  trade  were  made,  which  would  not 
in  any  way  enhance  the  economy  of  the 
region. 

Further,  any  savings  realized  in  “trade 
off”  of  the  purchase  unit  would  be  only 
a  small  part  of  the  total  cost  of  the 
park.  The  estimated  value  of  national 
forest  land  in  the  purchase  unit  falls  far 
short  of  the  value  of  old-growth  timber 
on  private  lands  within  the  proposed 
park.  This  is  too  small  a  sum  to  en¬ 
danger  a  basic  conservation  principle. 

The  four  main  companies  involved  will 
likely  not  need  the  small  part  of  the 
purchase  unit  that  would  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  them  in  order  to  continue  oper¬ 
ating  for  a  significant  number  of  years. 

The  effort  to  make  the  affected  com¬ 
panies  partially  whole  would  carry  a  cost 
of  withdrawing  supplies  from  other  oper- 
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ators  who  now  have  an  opportunity  to 
bid  for  stumpage  that  would  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  four  large,  strong  companies. 

Mr.  President,  to  me,  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  Redwood  National  Park  is  an 
important  conservation  measure.  The 
park  is  needed,  and  I  compliment  the 
distinguished  senior  Senators  from 
Washington  and  California  in  bringing 
this  matter  to  the  floor.  But  S.  2515  will 
not  be  a  wise  and  prudent  act  of  this 
body  unless  we  adopt  the  amendment 
which  is  now  pending. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  rest  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PELL.  I  think  this  should  be  a 
matter  of  record.  What  would  be  the  ad¬ 
ditional  cost  to  the  taxpayer  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  were  accepted? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator. 

Mr.  PELL.  What  would  be  the  addi¬ 
tional  cost  to  the  taxpayers? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  bill  provides,  or 
at  least  it  is  supposed  to  provide,  that 
14,000  acres  shall  be  placed  on  the  tax- 
rolls  of  the  counties  in  which  the  land  is 
located,  and  that  that  will  compensate, 
according  to  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Kuchel]  and  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  for  the  taxes 
that  would  be  obtained  by  the  county 
from  the  owners  of  the  land  taken. 

Mr.  PELL.  It  would  be  a  “wash”? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PELL.  So  there  would  be  no  addi¬ 
tional  cost  to  the  taxpayers? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PELL.  That  is  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  but,  as  I  said, 
in  making  the  transfer,  we  would  violate 
the  Weeks  Act,  from  which  I  have  read, 
which  provides  that  the  land  shall  be 
held  in  perpetuity  for  the  people.  That  is 
why  I  am  opposed  to  the  transfer. 

As  was  brought  out  earlier,  the  land 
was  bought  in  1940,  under  the  Weeks 
Act,  at  a  cost  of  about  half  a  million 
dollars.  It  is  now  worth  $30  million,  ac¬ 
cording  to  information  given  to  the 
sponsors  of  the  bill.  Some  say  the  14,000 
acres  involved  is  worth  $60  million. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  From  $30  to  $60 
million. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  land  would  be 
exchanged  for  the  trees  in  the  park.  But 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  should 
know  that  the  bill  provides  an  authori¬ 
zation  to  buy  land.  I  am  for  that.  Where 
I  draw  the  line  is  in  the  taking  of  14,000 
acres  of  land  that  was  acquired  for  the 
good  of  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
with  the  people’s  tax  money,  and  which 
has  been  reseeded  and  developed,  and 
then  give  it  to  four  companies  because  of 
some  trees  that  the  companies  own  with¬ 
in  the  park.  That  may  be  a  good  trade; 
I  doubt  it.  But  the  transaction  would  be 
in  direct  violation,  as  I  have  said,  of  the 
Weeks  Act  and  against  the  views  of  Sec¬ 
retary  Udall  himself,  expressed  on  July 
13,  1967. 

Mr.  PELL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 


Mr.  STENNIS.  First,  I  express  my  very 
great  appreciation  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  for  the  strong  fight  he  is  mak¬ 
ing  in  this  matter.  It  involves  a  policy. 
It  involves  a  principle  well  established 
nationwide. 

Also,  I  should  say  at  this  point  that  I 
do  not  know  of  any  Senators  with  whom 
I  would  rather  be  in  agreement  than  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson] 
and  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel].  I  dislike  to  be  in  disagreement 
with  them.  But  this  is  an  occasion  when 
duty  must  come  first. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  is  correct 
in  announcing  the  nationwide  policy  as 
to  national  forests  and  in  promoting  a 
program  to  reserve  and  preserve  these 
forests  in  perpetuity  for  generations  that 
are  to  come. 

Nothing  has  ever  benefited  by  State 
of  Mississippi  more  than  the  acquisition 
of  about  1  million  acres  of  cutover, 
burned-over  timberland  in  the  1930’s  at 
a  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  of 
about  $10  an  acre.  Now  all  that  land  is 
in  high  production.  It  has  been  and  is  a 
model  or  an  example  from  which  we 
have  benefited. 

We  now  have  an  excellent  State  for¬ 
estry  commission  and  a  liberal  tax  pro¬ 
gram  with  respect  to  drawing  timber. 
The  timber  industry  is  one  of  our  truly 
great  industries,  and  a  part  of  the  reve¬ 
nue  derived  from  it  is  returned  to  our 
forestry  program. 

Now  they  come  along  and  seek  to  start 
a  policy  of  trading  off,  or  swapping  off, 
or  selling  off  this  acreage.  I  think  if  we 
make  a  substantial  exception  to  the  es¬ 
tablished  policy  here,  we  must  make  ex¬ 
ceptions  for  all  citizens  and  all  areas 
likewise,  across  the  length  and  breadth 
of  this  Nation.  Unless  justified  by  econ¬ 
omies,  I  do  not  believe  such  a  change  of 
policy  would  be  wise. 

I  am  willing  to  support  the  bill,  but  I 
do  not  think  we  have  heard  a  firm  figure 
as  to  what  the  proposed  redwood  forest 
would  cost.  I  should  like  to  see  California 
and  the  Nation  have  the  park,  but  I 
think  it  is  a  bad  mistake,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  just 
to  throw  aside,  now,  or  bypass,  this 
firmly  established  and  proven  policy. 

I  thank  the  Senator  again.  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  whether  he  has 
any  firm  figures  as  to  what  the  land  we 
propose  to  exchange  or  barter  away 
would  sell  for.  How  much  would  it  bring, 
in  money,  to  the  Federal  Government, 
if  we  make  the  trade? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  To  begin  with,  the 
land  to  be  exchanged,  the  14,500  acres, 
was  acquired  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  1940  at  a  cost  of  about  $450,000, 
in  round  figures.  It  is  estimated  by  some 
that  those  14,500  acres  are  now  worth 
$30  million.  During  the  course  of  the 
debate,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  said  that  they  may  be  worth 
up  to  $60  million. 

I  point  out  that  there  is  in  the  bill  an 
authorization  for  $100  million  to  acquire 
the  necessary  land  to  establish  the  park 
over  and  above  the  value  of  the  proposed 
exchange.  I  do  not  know  what  the  origi¬ 
nal  amount  in  the  bill  was,  but  I  believe 
it  was  $100  million.  But  even  with  the 
amendment  added,  which  would  permit 
the  exchange,  the  authorization  figure  of 


$100  million  has  not  been  changed.  It 
is  still  there. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  I  wish  to  respond,  in  part, 
to  the  question  of  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  If  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  wishes  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Utah,  it  is  all  right  with  me. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  on  my  time. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Will  the  Senator  yield  2 
minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  do  not  have  any  time. 
The  Senator  will  have  to  get  it  from  the 
other  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Washington  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Utah? 

Mr.  MOSS.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Washington  yield  time  to  me  to  answer 
the  question  that  has  been  put  by  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  Senator  asked  for 
time  on  the  bill.  There  is  no  limit  on  the 
bill,  I  believe.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Utah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  vote 
on  the  bill  will  follow  immediately  the 
vote  on  the  amendment,  at  2:30. 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  was  asking  the  question  as  to  how 
much  money  the  Federal  Government 
might  realize  on  the  exchange  of  the 
14,000  acres.  The  answer,  of  course,  is 
that  the  Government  would  receive  no 
money  at  all,  in  cash. 

However,  I  wish  to  point  out  that  we 
are  not  talking  about  diminishing  the 
acreage  owned  by  the  Government  at  all. 
What  we  are  talking  about  is  exchanging 
some  land  that  is  now  privately  owned, 
into  Federal  ownership;  for  some  land 
that  is  now  in  Federal  ownership,  out 
into  private  ownership. 

In  other  words,  it  is  a  “wash,”  and  the 
same  amount  of  acreage  will  remain  in 
public  ownership  at  all  times.  So  we  will 
not  deprive  the  people  of  California  or 
the  people  of  the  United  States  of  any 
forest  lands  for  the  purposes  we  have 
been  talking  about,  except  for  the  tim¬ 
ber  that  may  be  on  it.  We  are  not  de¬ 
priving  them  of  land  for  recreational 
uses.  The  Federal  Government  is  not  sell¬ 
ing  off  land,  or  trading  it  off  to  get 
money.  They  are  just  trying  to  work  out 
an  exchange. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  point 
out  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  to 
substantiate  what  my  good  friend  from 
Utah  is  saying.  In  other  words,  if  the 
14,500  acres  of  land  in  question,  which 
is  not  in  the  park,  is  exchanged  for  big 
tree  land  in  the  park,  it  may  be  that 
there  will  be  only  2,000  or  3,000  acres  in¬ 
volved.  It  may  be  considered  that  3,000, 
4,000,  or  5,000  acres  of  land  in  the  park  is 
worth  as  much  as  the  14,500  acres.  So, 
while  the  Senator  is  correct  in  saying 
that  it  would  be  a  “wash-out,”  it  is  not 
an  exchange  of  acre  for  acre,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  bill,  that  I  can  see,  that 
would  support  that  implication. 

I  am  sure  that  my  good  friend  from 
Washington  agrees  with  that  view,  be¬ 
cause  he  took  that  position,  as  I  under¬ 
stood,  in  committee:  that  if  the  14,500 
acres  are  worth,  for  example,  $30  million 
or  even  $60  million,  that  value  will  not 
necessarily  represent  that  much  less  cash 
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that  Congress  will  have  to  appropriate, 
in  order  to  acquire  the  big  trees. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Surely. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
when  we  speak  of  giving  people  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  proposed  new  park  area,  is 
it  not  true  that  this  land  they  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  exchange  is  producing  timber 
now,  forest  growth,  and  that  the  so- 
called  little  people  who  live  around  it, 
who  are  in  the  business  of  operating 
sawmills,  or  otherwise  engaged  in  work¬ 
ing  with  forest  products,  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  bid  periodically  upon  the  tim¬ 
ber  grown  in  those  forests? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  When  I  raised  that  point  awhile 
ago,  the  Senator  from  Washington  stated 
that  they  would  be  able  to  get  some 
timber  from  some  other  areas.  But  they, 
the  large  companies  that  would  acquire 
this  land  in  exchange  for  their  holdings 
in  the  park  area,  would  be  entitled  to 
that  timber  in  that  area  from  here  on 
out,  and  would  own  it  in  perpetuity,  to 
sell  or  dispose  of  as  they  saw  fit.  How¬ 
ever,  should  the  14,500  acres  remain  in 
the  hands  of  the  Government,  the  timber 
would  be  replaced;  it  would  continue  to 
grow,  and  those  little  sawmills  around 
it  would  have  access  to  that  timber  in¬ 
definitely.  But  if  the  land  is  exchanged, 
it  will  simply  be  out  of  pocket,  as  far  as 
the  small  sawmills  are  concerned. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  This  land  we  propose  to 
give  up  is  now  providing  timber  on  a  sus¬ 
tained  yield  basis,  for  perpetual  use? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  little  people  are 
able  to  bid  and  get  the  contracts  to  cut 
the  timber? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  And  if  the  lands  are  re¬ 
tained,  that  prospect  will  go  on,  decade 
after  decade? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  quiet  so  that  we  can  hear  each  other 
speak? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  Chamber  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  may  pro¬ 
ceed. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  if  we 
give  up  this  land,  that  will,  of  course, 
stop  the  sustained  yield.  It  will  also  stop 
the  bids  and  will  stop  the  participation  of 
the  little  fellows.  We  are  not  indifferent 
to  any  of  the  small  producers  and  their 
laborers  or  the  large  producers  and  their 
laborers.  However,  what  is  fair  for  one  is 
fair  for  the  other.  If  there  is  a  transfer, 
somebody  will  have  to  give  up  some  em¬ 
ployment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  sustained  production  of  the 
timberlands  inures  to  the  Government 
from  here  on  out.  There  is  no  better  in¬ 
vestment  that  has  been  made  by  the 
Government  than  the  purchase  of  the 

14,500  acres,  because  the  Government 
obtains  the  money  from  the  sale  of  the 
timber  each  year.  That  condition  will 
continue  from  here  on. 

If  the  14,500  acres  get  in  the  hands  of 
the  large  mills,  the  chances  are  that  they 


will  cut  the  timber  for  sales  and  perhaps 
later  sell  the  naked  land. 

We  have  had  similar  experiences  in 
Mississippi  and  in  Louisiana  where  a  lot 
of  well-to-do  sawmill  operators  have 
come  into  an  area,  bought  land  for  little 
or  nothing,  and  cut  the  timber  on  that 
land.  When  these  operators  leave,  the 
only  thing  we  have  left  are  the  charred 
stumps.  That  is  what  will  happen  to  the 

14,500  acres  if  we  transfer  it  all  to  the 
four  large  companies. 

I  understand  that  there  are  10  or  12 
small  mills  in  the  area  that  more  or  less 
depend  on  the  yield  that  comes  from  that 

14,500  acres. 

The  Government  profits  from  the  own¬ 
ership  of  this  land.  So  does  the  com¬ 
munity.  The  same  situation  is  true  in  my 
State. 

As  I  pointed  out,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  invested  some  money  there 
quite  a  while  ago  and  bought  more  than 
a  half  a  million  acres  of  land.  It  is  a  good 
investment  for  the  Government  and  for 
the  people. 

I  would  hate  to  see  any  changes  made. 
Therefore,  I  urge  that  the  Senate  accept 
the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  Senator  should  know,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  there  has  been  quite  a  discus¬ 
sion  about  small  operators  buying  timber 
from  the  purchasers,  that  since  the  sales, 
have  taken  place,  one  company  has  pur¬ 
chased  30  percent  of  all  the  timber  sold. 

I  think  the  Senate  should  know  that 
the  timber  is  sold  through  public  bidding. 
It  is  misleading  to  the  Senate  to  give  the 
impression  that  10  or  12  small  companies 
have  been  buying  all  of  this  timber. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  committee  report 
shows  that  there  are  10  or  12  small  saw¬ 
mills. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  That  is  correct;  but  the 
Senator  has  premised  his  contention  on 
the  point  that  the  small  companies  are 
buying  it. 

I  point  out  that  one  company  bought 
30  percent  of  all  the  timber  that  has 
been  sold  in  that  area.  It  is  one  of  the 
largest  timber  companies  in  the  United 
States. 

The  timber  is  sold  at  public  sale.  It 
goes  to  the  highest  and  best  bidder.  I  do 
not  think  the  Senate  should  get  the  idea 
that  the  timber  is  being  sold  to  a  series 
of  small  companies.  I  think  this  point 
should  be  made. 

I  am  sure  that  the  Senator  might  not 
have  been  aware  of  it. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Is  it  not  true,  I  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Washington — even 
though  I  am  sure  that  what  he  says  is 
correct — that  the  lettings  or  the  small 
number  of  units  on  which  the  little  fellow 
may  have  a  chance  to  bid  may  not  be 
sufficient  in  number  to  give  the  little  fel¬ 
low  a  chance? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  That  is  generally  true. 
However,  there  have  been  some  large 
sales  which  work  to  the  advantage  of  the 
larger  companies.  I  point  out,  however, 
that  the  Forest  Service  constantly  makes 
revision  in  the  allowable  sustained  cut. 
They  can  increase  the  allowable  sus- 
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tained  cut  based  in  the  Six  Rivers  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  on  a  recalculation  that  they 
have  made  recently.  That  will  take  care 
of  these  five  or  six  small  companies  that 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  purchase  in 
the  Six  Rivers  National  Forest,  managed 
by  the  Forest  Service,  right  next  door  to 
this  purchase  unit. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  are  not,  of  course, 
against  the  large  bidder.  It  is  merely  a 
matter  of  fairness  and  seeing  that  the 
little  fellow  has  a  chance  too.  We  must 
try  to  keep  a  fair  balance  between  the 
rights  and  interests  of  both  the  large 
companies  and  the  small  bidders. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alaska  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

THE  BEST  CHANCE  TO  SAVE  THE  REDWOODS 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  has  been  offered  and  debated 
most  eloquently. 

During  my  service  in  the  Senate  it  has 
been  extremely  gratifying  to  me  to  have 
had  the  opportunity  of  supporting  and 
working  for  the  creation  of  the  whole 
galaxy  of  great  national  recreation  areas, 
parks,  and  seashore  and  lakeshore. pre¬ 
serves  that  have  come  before  the  Senate 
for  action.  Cape  Cod,  in  Massachusetts; 
Point  Reyes,  in  California;  Padre  Island, 
in  Texas;  Indiana  Dunes,  in  Illinois; 
Assateague  in  Maryland;  Canyonlands, 
in  Utah;  Fire  Island,  in  New  York;  the 
Ozarks  National  Riverway  in  Missouri, 
and  all  the  other  beautiful  resorts  for 
which  we  have  enacted  legislation  during 
the  last  three  sessions  of  Congress  which 
will  remain  forever  protected  to  give 
pleasure,  recreation,  and  inspiration  to 
the  people  of  the  world.  We  still  need  the 
Oregon  Dunes  and  Sleeping  Bear  Dunes 
on  the  shores  of  Lake  Michigan,  both  of 
which  have  been  considered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  but  await  another  opportunity  for 
final  enactment.  The  88th,  89th,  and  the 
90th  Congresses  will  surely  go  down  in 
history  as  sessions  in  which  more  has 
been  done  to  create  marvelous  parks  and 
recreation  areas  than  any  others.  I  am  A 
proud  to  have  had  a  part  in  this  creative  " 
work  which  has  produced  so  much  of 
incalculable  value. 

Now  the  establishment  of  an  adequate 
national  park  for  the  preservation  of  the 
noble  redwood  trees  of  California  is  one 
of  the  worthiest  objectives  ever  sought 
by  the  National  Park  Service,  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  by  the  great  conservation  societies 
of  the  United  States,  and  their  friends. 
Since  the  beginning  of  this  century,  wise 
and  foresighted  groups  and  individuals 
have  recognized  these  marvelous  trees  as 
truly  exceptional — indeed,  unique — na-  ,  - 
tional  treasures  which  should  be  pre¬ 
served  forever.  We  owe  it  to  those  now 
living  and  those  to  come  after  us  to  pre¬ 
serve  and  care  for  the  matchless  resource 
of  natural  beauty  and  inspiration  af¬ 
forded  by  the  giant  redwoods. 

Since  the  preservation  of  the  redwoods 
in  a  national  park  became  a  matter  for 
congressional  concern  during  my  service 
in  this  body,  I  have  consistently  sup¬ 
ported  measures  which  would  provide  the 
greatest  protection  of  the  largest  possible 
acreage  of  redwood  trees. 
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The  bill,  S.  2515,  before  us  for  action, 
is  not  the  same  as  the  bill,  S.  514,  which 
I  cosponsored.  That  measure,  introduced 
by  our  distinguished  colleague,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Montana,  Senator  Met¬ 
calf,  represented,  I  thought,  the  best 
proposal  advanced  for  establishment  of 
a  redwood  park.  However,  the  bill  agreed 
upon  by  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee,  after  much  dedicated 
effort,  is  the  proposal  on  which  it  has 
been  possible  to  obtain  agreement  by  the 
principal  proponents  of  S.  514  and  of 
the  administration  bill,  S.  1370.  Chair¬ 
man  Jackson,  our  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  senior  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia,  Senator  Kuchel,  and  Senator  Met¬ 
calf  are  to  be  heartly  congratulated  on 
having  persevered  in  the  common  inter¬ 
est  in  finding  a  formula  for  preserva¬ 
tion  of  the  redwoods  in  a  national  park 
forever  protected  from  destruction.  It 
has  been  very  difficult  to  reconcile  all 
the  interests  involved  in  this  great  proj¬ 
ect,  and  the  development  of  the  solution 
represented  by  S.  2515  has  required  much 
hard  work  and  careful  study  of  the  views 
of  differing  interests.  I  am  glad  to  sup¬ 
port  the  bill  now  before  us. 

The  important  thing  is  to  act  now  to 
preserve  the  redwoods  still  in  existence. 
We  must  act  now  before  time  allows  de¬ 
struction  of  these  live  national  treasures. 
When  a  great  redwood  tree  is  destroyed 
the  loss  is  irremediable  and  cannot  be 
compensated.  It  is  our  duty  to  act  now 
to  preserve  the  redwood  lest  they  become 
merely  ephemeral  memories  of  past 
glories. 

Amendments  to  this  bill,  S.  2515,  have 
been  proposed  and  passionately  urged. 
They  reflect  differences  on  this  legisla¬ 
tion  between  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
If  we  now  yield,  after  this  long,  long,  and 
dedicated  effort  to  bring  a  bill  to  the 
floor,  if  we  get  into  a  prolonged  wrangle 
over  amendments,  and  its  renewal  of  con¬ 
troversy,  we  shall  lose,  perhaps,  for  all 
time,  the  long  overdue  opportunity  to 
save  any  appreciable  stand  of  the  rapid¬ 
ly  vanishing  redwoods.  As  Senator  Jack- 
son,  the  able  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  and  the  floor  manager  of  this  bill, 
has  well  said,  when  executive  depart¬ 
ments  disagree  on  pending  legislation, 
the  Congress  is  the  place  and  the  agency 
to  settle  those  differences.  I  shall  oppose 
any  amendments,  and  support  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill,  which  in  my  view  is  the  best 
possible  measure  obtainable.  Let  us  save 
the  redwoods. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  do  I 
correctly  understand  that  we  are  to  vote 
on  the  pending  amendment  at  2:30  this 
afternoon? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  understanding  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  has  17  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  remaining  time 
from  now  until  2:30  this  afternoon  is  to 
be  controlled  by  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sena- 

tr»v  ie  PnTTPPf" 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Florida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
long  favored,  and  favored  strongly,  the 
setting  up  of  a  national  park  in  the  red¬ 
wood  area  of  California. 

I  know  something  about  the  long  and 
extended  negotiations  that  have  been 
conducted  in  this  field.  I  know  that  the 
present  program  proposes  a  national 
park  setup  that  involves  not  only  the 
redwood  area  that  is  thought  to  be  more 
primeval  than  anything  else  available, 
but  also  having  in  the  park  various 
coastal  areas  which  will  be  highly  de¬ 
sirable  for  recreational  and  other  similar 
use. 

I  know  that  there  have  been  long  nego¬ 
tiations  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  conservation  groups  and  the  State 
of  California.  And  the  State  of  California 
has  a  decided  stake  in  this  matter,  be¬ 
cause  this  park  will  be  in  that  State. 
California  also  has  three  State  parks 
that  will  become  a  part  of  this  major 
national  park. 

I  would  hate  to  see  anything  done 
here  which  would  disturb  the  very  fine 
arrangement  that  has  been  worked  out 
between  the  State  of  California  and  the 
national  governmental  agencies. 

I  shall  make  two  points. 

First,  if  I  were  a  Californian — and  I 
think  they  are  a  little  bit  like  us  Flor¬ 
idians — I  would  not  want  to  greatly  and 
unnecessarily  enlarge  the  Federal  domain 
within  the  State  of  California.  To  the 
contrary,  I  am  very  anxious  not  to  have 
a  larger  Federal  domain  in  our  State. 

The  swapping  of  the  Federal  lands 
now  within  one  agency  for  other  lands 
which  will  go  to  another  agency,  the 
national  parks,  keeps  down  the  fear  in 
California  that  the  National  Govern¬ 
ment  will  continue  to  enlarge  and  en¬ 
large  its  holdings  in  that  State. 

If  this  were  taking  place  in  Florida,  I 
would  have  exactly  the  same  view.  I 
would  not  want  by  the  establishment  of 
this  national  park — if  I  could  avoid  it — 
to  greatly  enlarge  the  total  holdings  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  my  State.  I 
would  hope  to  treat  every  State — the 
State  of  California  and  every  other 
State — as  I  would  hope  to  have  Florida 
treated. 

If  this  situation  were  to  arise  in  Flor¬ 
ida,  I  would  not  want  the  proposed 
swapping  of  Federal  lands  for  other 
lands  that  will  become  Federal  lands — 
though  they  will  be  in  a  different 
agency — to  be  knocked  out  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  because  by  the  swapping  of  such 
lands  we  would  prevent  the  enlargement 
of  the  Federal  holdings — generally  too 
large  in  every  Western  State — and  I  can 
easily  see  how  the  State  of  California 
would  feel  about  this  matter. 

The  second  point  I  make  is  that  I 
know  that  our  Nation  is  in  a  financial 
stringency.  I  meet  almost  every  day  with 
conferees  of  the  Senate,  with  an  equally 
serious  group  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  trying  to  work  out  the  con¬ 
tinuing  resolution  involving  budgetary 
considerations  that  cover  every  part  of 


the  budget.  We  are  short  of  money.  We 
are  very  short  of  money.  If  you  knock 
out  this  swap,  you  enlarge  the  amount 
of  money  that  it  will  cost  the  Federal 
Government  to  set  up  this  national  park. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  way  to  avoid 
that  conclusion.  I  have  tried  my  best  to 
find  out,  in  the  brief  time  available,  how 
much  more  money  will  be  required.  I 
must  say  that  I  have  not  been  able  to 
find  out.  I  have  learned  from  a  member 
of  the  committee  that  it  will  certainly 
be  as  much  as  $30  million  more.  I  am 
told  by  another  member  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  it  might  be  $60  million.  I  am 
told  by  somebody  else  that  it  might  even 
be  higher  than  that. 

I  shall  not  attempt  to  state  what  the 
specific  amount  would  be,  because  I  do 
not  know.  But  we  all  know  that  if  you 
cannot  swap  Federal  land  for  private 
land  that  would  become  Federal  land, 
though  under  a  different  agency,  you 
have  to  buy  the  other  land  and  pay  for 
it  with  money,  of  which  we  have  mighty 
little. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

I  believe  the  able  Senator  from  Florida 
has  put  his  finger  on  the  crux  of  the 
matter.  As  I  said  earlier,  there  would 
be  no  argument  in  the  Senate  today  if 
these  lands  were  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  men¬ 
tioned  the  administration’s  position. 
The  original  bill  that  was  sent  to  the 
Senate  provided  that  the  Secretary  could 
trade  any  land  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the 
State  of  California.  So  if  these  lands 
had  been  under  the  management,  for 
example,  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man¬ 
agement,  which  is  in  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  there  would  be  no  argu¬ 
ment. 

When  there  is  a  dispute  over  man¬ 
agement  between  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  as  there  is  in  this  instance,  I 
believe  Congress  should  step  in  and  set¬ 
tle  it.  I  do  not  believe  we  should  permit 
the  ancient  rivalries  between  the  two 
agencies  to  control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  10  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield  8  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
California. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  is  recognized  for 
8  minutes. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  today 
we  are  considering  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
establishment  of  a  Redwood  National 
Park  in  my  State. 

The  proposed  legislation  was  approved 
recently  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs;  and  immedi¬ 
ately  it  received  a  great  deal  of  comment, 
some  quite  favorable  and  some  adverse. 
Under  the  circumstances,  it  might  be 
rather  difficult  for  many  persons  to  keep 
this  matter  in  its  proper  perspective 
without  undue  emotion;  and  I  hope, 
therefore,  that  my  remarks  today  and 
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the  communications  which  I  shall  offer 
for  the  Record  will  help  give  the  Senate 
a  clearer  picture  of  the  issues  under  con¬ 
sideration. 

First,  Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to 
point  out  that  there  has  been  some  ques¬ 
tion  in  the  minds  of  many  responsible 
and  thoughtful  individuals  as  to  whether 
there  is,  indeed,  a  strong  and  definite 
need  at  this  particular  time  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  such  a  Federal  forest  en¬ 
clave.  I  emphasize  the  word  “Federal,” 
Mr.  President,  because  the  finest  stands 
of  the  towering,  majestic  redwoods  which 
we  all  seek  to  preserve  are  already  pro¬ 
tected  by  existing  State  parks.  In  other 
words,  there  is  no  question  as  to  whether 
the  big  trees,  the  historic  giants,  are  to 
be  granted  the  sanctuary  they  deserve. 
Most  of  them  are  already  safe,  and  I 
think  this  should  be  remembered.  I 
mention  this  solely  to  keep  the  record 
straight  and  to  dispel,  if  possible,  a  little 
of  the  air  of  panic  and  dire  emergency 
which  seems  to  becloud  many  discussions 
of  the  redwoods  issue. 

As  I  mentioned,  there  are  those  who 
oppose  the  establishment  of  a  Federal 
Redwood  Park  of  this  type  at  this  time. 
Then,  too,  there  are  those  who  support 
the  creation  of  a  Redwood  National  Park 
but  who  feel  that  the  bill  before  us  has 
serious  imperfections.  Among  those  in 
the  latter  group  is  Gov.  Ronald  Reagan, 
of  California.  On  October  10,  comment¬ 
ing  on  the  bill  now  before  us.  Governor 
Reagan  observed  that  the  proposal  con¬ 
tains  some  excellent  provisions  but  fails 
to  satisfy  two  provisions  reasonably  set 
forth  by  the  State:  first,  that  the 
economy  of  the  affected  area  be  pro¬ 
tected  and,  second,  that  California  be 
adequately  compensated  for  State  lands 
taken  into  the  Federal  park. 

The  Governor’s  views  were  spelled  out 
specifically  in  a  press  release  issued  at 
the  time.  I  am  advised  that  his  position 
is  as  strong  and  clear  today  as  it  was 
when  he  first  commented  on  S.  2515,  3 
weeks  ago.  Therefore,  in  behalf  of  the 
Governor,  I  submit  his  press  release  of 
October  10  for  the  consideration  of  this 
body: 

Governor  Ronald  Reagan  said  today  a  Sen¬ 
ate  subcommittee  bill  to  create  a  Redwood 
National  Park  in  Northern  California  con¬ 
tains  some  excellent  provisions  but  that  it 
also  raises  several  serious  questions. 

The  Governor  pointed  out  that  he  has 
repeatedly  supported  creation  of  a  Redwood 
National  Park  so  long  as  issues  vital  to 
California  are  resolved. 

“It  has  been  our  position  since  the  first 
Senate  hearings  last  winter  that  two  key 
provisions  must  be  contained  in  any  Redwood 
National  Park  proposal  before  it  would  meet 
with  approval  by  this  Administration,  the 
Legislature  and  the  people  of  California. 

“High  in  all  of  our  deliberations  has  been 
the  principle  that  the  economy  of  the  North¬ 
ern  Califorina  area  in  which  a  park  is  to  be 
located  must  not  be  seriously  damaged. 

“The  bill  as  written  by  the  Senate  Interior 
Subcommittee  goes  a  long  way  in  resolving 
this  very  crucial  problem,  although  I  am 
very  concerned  that  even  now  there  are  in¬ 
sufficient  provisions  for  guarding  against 
loss  of  jobs  by  residents  of  the  area  and 
damage  to  its  most  important  industry. 

“The  Subcommittee  is  to  be  commended 
for  concurring  in  our  request  that  the  North¬ 
erns  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  now  owned  by 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service  be  exchanged  for 
privately-owned  timberland.  This  is  a  key 


point  in  any  plan  for  a  park  that  would  take 
thousands  of  acres  of  timberland  out  of 
production  with  the  resultant  harm  to  the 
area’s  basic  economy. 

“However,  the  bill  as  now  written  would 
apparently  take  nearly  13,000  acres  of  timber 
out  of  production  despite  the  transfer  of  the 
Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  to  private 
operators. 

“Because  the  North  Coast’s  economy 
is  almost  solely  based  on  lumbering  and 
because  the  bill  as  now  written  would,  it 
appears,  still  seriously  damage  the  lumbering 
industry  in  the  area,  I  urge  the  Senate  to  sub¬ 
stantially  reduce  the  private  acreage  to  be 
taken  so  as  to  lessen  the  economic  impact. 

“Another  point  of  serious  concern  is  the 
proposal  that  California  donate  its  three  ex¬ 
isting  State  redwood  parks  to  the  Federal 
Government,  As  I  have  said  repeatedly  since 
this  Administration  took  office,  provisions 
must  be  made  to  compensate  California  for 
the  loss  of  these  fine  parks. 

“For  many  years  now,  the  State  and  pri¬ 
vate  groups  have  bought  thousands  of  acres 
of  virgin  redwoods  to  protect  them  and  retain 
the  heritage  of  those  magnificent  stands  of 
redwoods. 

“It  has  been  our  desire  to  cooperate  to  the 
fullest  extent  possible  with  the  Federal  gov¬ 
ernment  and  in  this  regard  we  have  agreed 
to  inclusion  of  one  or  more  State  parks  into 
the  National  Park  provided  the  Federal  gov¬ 
ernment  also  agreed  to  transfer  title  to  some 
of  its  numerous  surplus  properties  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  State  Park  System. 

“In  discussions  that  have  gone  on  for  more 
than  eight  months,  representatives  of  the 
Federal  Administration  have  agreed  to  trans¬ 
fer  to  the  State  certain  seashore  and  other 
lands  that  California  can  incorporate  into  its 
park  system  for  our  burgeoning  population. 

“Before  I  could  give  the  bill,  as  now  writ¬ 
ten,  my  endorsement,  I  must  first  be  further 
assured  in  writing  by  the  Federal  agencies 
involved  that  they  will  in  fact  transfer  spe¬ 
cific  Federally-owned  land  to  the  State  for 
recreational  purposes. 

“Meanwhile,  I  am  confident  that  all  con¬ 
cerned  will  continue  to  work  together  to  solve 
this  very  complex  and  emotional  issue.” 

That  statement  by  Governor  Reagan, 
Mr.  President,  is  clear  and  unequivocal. 
It  is  completely  just  and  reasonable.  It 
represents  my  State’s  official  position 
concerning  S.  2515.  As  such,  it  surely  de¬ 
serves  careful  consideration  in  our  eval¬ 
uation  of  the  bill  before  us. 

It  is  obvious  from  the  Governor’s 
statement  that  he  is  seriously  concerned 
about  the  possible  loss  of  jobs  by  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  proposed  Redwood  Park 
area  and  about  possible  damage  to  its 
most  important  industry,  lumbering. 
This  is  an  important  point,  and  it  has 
been  treated  in  detail  in  a  letter  sent 
to  me  by  Mr.  Robert  O.  Dehlendorf  n, 
president  of  the  Areata  National  Corp., 
which  would  be  forced  to  surrender  more 
than  half  of  its  total  acreage  if  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  proposed  by  the 
Interior  Committee  is  approved.  Mr. 
Dehlendorf’s  arguments  constitute  a 
thought -provoking  presentation  and  pro¬ 
vide  the  answer  to  many  questions  about 
some  of  the  effects  of  S.  2515.  Therefore, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Mr.  Deh¬ 
lendorf’s  communication  be  included  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

My  Dear  Senator:  The  purpose  of  this  let¬ 
ter  Is  to  advise  you  that  the  reasoning  cited 
in  support  of  the  Jackson-Kuchel  bill  is  crit¬ 
ically  deficient  in  three  key  respects: 
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1.  The  Areata  Redwood  Company,  a  divi¬ 
sion  of  Areata  National,  would  be  forced  to 
cease  operations  if  the  bill  were  enacted,  with 
a  consequent  crippling  economic  loss  to  the 
people  and  community  dependent  upon  the 
company  for  wages,  local  purchases  and  taxes. 
This  is  contrary  to  the  Committee’s  report 
which  states  in  pertinent  part  “that  no  com¬ 
pany  .  .  .  will  be  obliged  to  cease  operations 
as  a  result  of  the  enactment  of  S2515.” 

2.  The  value  of  the  private  timberland 
holdings  that  are  proposed  for  inclusion 
within  the  park  far  exceeds  the  amount  of 
the  requested  appropriation. 

3.  The  value  assigned  to  the  Northern  Red¬ 
wood  Purchase  Unit  is  greatly  overstated. 

Furthermore,  the  Committee  report  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  bill  ignores  the  fact  that  there  is 
a  viable  alternative  park  plan,  submitted  to 
the  Committee’s  Chairman  10  days  ago  by 
three  of  the  affected  companies.  This  plan 
provides  for  the  creation  of  a  national  red¬ 
wood  park  of  considerable  size  at  a  more 
sensible  total  cost  and  without  causing  grave 
hardships  to  the  people  within  the  proposed 
park  area. 

Areata  Redwood  Company  would  be  forced 
out  of  business  because: 

1.  The  amount  of  timber  left  in  its  owner¬ 
ship  would  be  insufficient  to  maintain  oper¬ 
ations. 

2.  The  concentration  of  type  (species)  of 
timber  with  which  it  would  be  left  would  run 
heavily  to  Douglas  fir  which  the  company 
is  not  equipped  to  process  and  could  not 
equip  to  process  because  of  insufficient 
volume. 

3.  Arcata’s  mills  would  be  completely  cut 
off  from  access  to  its  remaining  timberlands 
because  the  proposed  park  lands  would  com¬ 
pletely  surround  its  mill  sites. 

4.  It  can  utilize  less  than  10%  of  the  Pur¬ 
chase  Unit,  which  is  completely  insufficient 
to  maintain  operations  of  its  mills. 

The  human  and  financial  impact  resulting 
from  Arcata’s  being  forced  out  of  business 
would  be  severe: 

1.  Close  to  300  company  employees  would 
lose  their  jobs,  with  little  prospect  of  obtain¬ 
ing  positions  offering  similar  pay  and  utiliz¬ 
ing  their  skills  with  other  redwood  companies 
or  the  National  Park  Service. 

2.  Arcata’s  payroll  and  local  purchases 
amounting  to  over  $5,000,000  annually  would 
be  lost  to  the  local  economy. 

3.  The  curtailment  of  local  operations 
would  add  substantially  to  the  already  high 
unemployment  rate  of  7%  in  the  area. 

4.  Areata  Redwood’s  average  annual  tax 
payments  of  over  $1,600,000  would  be  lost  to 
various  governmental  bodies. 

5.  The  ultimate  cost  of  acquiring  Arcata’s 
lands  and  paying  resulting  damage  claims 
would  exceed  $140,000,000. 

The  appropriation  of  $100,000,000  requested 
in  S2515  is  grossly  understated  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  reasons: 

1.  The  bill  actually  requests  authorization 
of  only  $40,000,000  after  deducting  the  $60,- 
000,000  value  Senator  Jackson  attached  pub¬ 
licly  to  the  Purchase  Unit  being  proposed  as 
a  means  of  exchange. 

2.  The  ultimate  cost  alone  of  forcing  Ar¬ 
eata  Redwood  out  of  business  would  exceed 
$140,000,000. 

The  value  attached  by  Senator  Jackson  to 
the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  ($60,- 
000,000)  is  greatly  overstated  as  confirmed  by 
Secretary  Freeman: 

1.  The  National  Forest  Service  has  built  a 
large  road  network  within  the  Unit  and  per¬ 
mitted  logging  to  be  conducted  for  many 
years  on  a  vast  majority  of  the  land. 

2.  Because  of  poor  terrain  features  and' the 
considerable  logging  already  done  within  the 
Unit,  future  logging  would  be  extremely  dif¬ 
ficult  and  prohibitively  expensive. 

3.  Relative  to  private  lands  proposed  for 
acquisition,  the  Purchase  Unit  contains  a 
higher  concentration  of  Douglas  fir  and  mini¬ 
mal  quantities  of  quality  redwood. 
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4.  In  view  of  the  admitted  quality,  quan¬ 
tity  and  location  problems  with  respect  to 
timber  within  the  Purchase  Unit,  it  would 
require  an  exchange  of  all  14,000  acres  in  the 
Unit  plus  an  estimated  $50,000,000  to  fairly 
compensate  private  owners  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  approximately  5,000  of  their  13,000 
old  growth  acres  included  in  the  bill. 

5.  In  spite  of  the  conditions  within  the 
Purchase  Unit,  Senator  Jackson  has  placed 
a  value  of  $4,300  per  acre  on  Purchase  Unit 
land  not  considered  park  quality  and,  by  de¬ 
duction,  only  $1,200  per  acre  on  the  more 
valuable  private  lands. 

An  alternative  to  the  Jackson-Kuchel  bill 
S2515  has  been  proposed  to  the  Senate  In¬ 
terior  Committee  which  would : 

1.  Not  force  any  company  out  of  business. 

2.  Provide  the  basis  for  a  meaningful  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  redwood  national  park  issue. 

3.  Leave  the  Northern  California  economy 
viable. 

4.  Reduce  the  financial  impact  on  local, 
state  and  federal  taxpayers  alike. 

5.  Establish  a  park  area  which  would  ac¬ 
commodate  both  recreation  and  logging,  a 
sensible  long-range  approach  to  multiple 
management  of  natural  resources. 

Your  cooperation  is  urgently  requested  to 
assure  that  time  is  allowed  for  full  presenta¬ 
tion  and  discussion  of  this  alternative  before 
the  pending  bill  is  allowed  to  become  law. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Robert  O.  Dehlendorf  II, 
President,  Areata  National  Corp. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  In  this  letter,  Mr. 
President,  we  are  presented  with  infor¬ 
mation  which  cannot  be  overlooked.  We 
see  there  is  evidence  that  this  bill,  S. 
2515,  would  have  a  needlessly  trouble¬ 
some  effect  on  private  industry,  on  the 
economy  of  the  proposed  park  area,  and 
on  the  Federal  budget  itself.  For  in¬ 
stance,  if  just  the  one  company  of  Areata 
National  were  forced  to  close,  300  em¬ 
ployees  would  lose  their  jobs  and  annual 
tax  payments  of  $1,600,000  would  be  lost 
to  various  governmental  bodies.  Also,  as 
indicated  in  the  letter,  the  payments  re¬ 
quired  to  purchase  the  properties  of  this 
one  company  alone  might  well  exceed 
the  $100  million  price  tag  which  has  been 
placed  on  S.  2515. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  President,  that  I  feel  that 
these  and  the  other  points  in  Mr.  Deh¬ 
lendorf ’s  presentation  are  quite  effec¬ 
tive,  and  I  respectfully  recommend  that 
they  be  given  the  most  careful  consid¬ 
eration. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  since  I 
have  offered  some  rather  grim  forecasts 
from  private  industry  concerning  the 
damage  which  might  be  done  by  S.  2515, 
I  believe  that  I  should  make  the  record 
clear  that  it  was  not  the  intent  of  the 
drafters  of  this  legislation,  it  was  not 
the  intent  of  the  subcommittee  which 
approved  it,  it  was  not  the  intent  of  the 
committee  which  reported  the  bill  to  the 
floor,  and  it  shall  not  be  the  intent  of 
this  body  if  the  legislation  is  approved 
to  put  any  private  concern  out  of  busi¬ 
ness.  This  is  made  clear  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  report.  In  fact,  the  exact  words  of 
that  report  are: 

The  Committee  believes  that  no  company 
which  has  a  genuine  interest  in  staying  in 
the  redwood  timber  business  will  be  obliged 
to  cease  operations  as  a  result  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  S.  2515. 

I  take  the  committee  at  its  word,  Mr. 
President;  and  I  feel  that  I  know  most 
of  the  committee  members  well  enough 
to  be  certain  that  they  fully  intend  to 


have  private  industry  maintain  its 
operations  according  to  sound,  every¬ 
day  business  principles  which  can  con¬ 
tinue  to  produce  employment,  profits, 
taxes,  and  all  the  other  normal  byprod¬ 
ucts  associated  with  production  under 
our  free  enterprise  system.  I  propose, 
Mr.  President,  that  this  is  the  sense  of 
the  committee  and  of  the  Senate,  and  if 
I  am  in  error,  I  respectfully  request  that 
I  be  corrected  accordingly. 

Before  concluding,  I  wish  to  offer  a 
few  additional  figures  which  should  be 
kept  in  mind  in  our  deliberations  on  this 
bill.  At  present,  48  percent  of  the  land 
in  the  State  of  California  is  owned  by  the 
Federal  Government.  Of  this  amount, 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  owns  22 
million  acres,  or  over  21  percent  of  all 
of  the  land  acreage  of  the  State. 

That  is  the  situation  insofar  as  the 
entire  State  is  concerned,  but  now  let  us 
consider  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Coun¬ 
ties,  where  the  proposed  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  would  be  established.  In  Del 
Norte  County,  the  Government  already 
owns  73.62  percent  of  the  land,  and  the 
bill  before  us  today  would  add  another 
10,000  acres  to  that  amount.  In  Hum¬ 
boldt  County,  21  percent  of  the  land  is 
now  under  Government  ownership,  and 
the  present  bill  would  take  approximately 
22,000  acres  more.  To  all  of  my  colleagues, 
and  especially  to  those  from  States  where 
Federal  land  ownership  is  a  problem,  I 
recommend  a  careful  consideration  of 
these  facts. 

At  the  beginning  of  my  remarks,  I 
submitted  Governor  Reagan’s  statement 
of  policy  concerning  the  points  he  feels 
are  necessary  if  a  Redwood  National  Park 
bill  is  to  be  acceptable  to  the  State  of 
California.  I  reemphasize  those  consid¬ 
erations  now. 

First,  there  must  be  safeguards  for  the 
lumbering  industry  in  the  area.  I  have 
discussed  this  point  at  length,  but  I  men¬ 
tion  it  again  because  of  the  Governor’s 
strong  insistence  on  it  and  because  we 
must  not  forget  that  hundreds  of  people 
whose  livelihoods  depend  on  lumbering 
have  an  enormous  stake  in  the  action 
we  take  today. 

Second,  as  Governor  Reagan  has 
stressed,  there  must  be  adequate  com¬ 
pensation  for  California  for  the  loss  of 
the  State  parks  which  would  be  included 
in  the  Federal  Redwood  Park.  The  Gov¬ 
ernor’s  office  has  been  working  with  the 
Federal  Government  toward  this  end, 
and,  and  I  trust  that  these  efforts  will 
continue  so  that  a  fair  and  equitable 
solution  can  be  attained. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  that  I  realize,  of  course,  that  with 
so  many  divergent  interests  involved,  it 
is  not  easy  to  arrive  at  a  position  which 
will  accurately  reflect  the  interests  of  the 
people  of  California,  as  they  have  been 
well  expressed  by  Governor  Reagan,  of 
the  affected  counties,  of  the  private  in¬ 
dustries  which  are  threatened,  and  of  the 
conservationists.  I  hope,  however,  that  a 
satisfactory  solution  may  be  attained, 
and  I  join  with  Governor  Reagan  in  the 
hope  that  all  interested  parties  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  work  together  to  bring  about  a 
true  solution  to  this  complex  issue. 

Tile  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  10  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  wish  to  impose 
upon  the  Senate,  but  I  desire  to  reiterate 
what  has  been  said  already  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  policy  we  will  be  getting  into 
unless  it  is  rectified  by  the  proposed 
amendment. 

I  speak  now  with  great  deference  to 
the  great  State  of  California,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  to  its  fine  Senators.  It  appears 
to  me  that  when  you  say,  “If  you  don’t 
let  us  exchange  this  land,  we  won’t  get 
the  park,”  or  if  you  say,  “The  only  way 
to  get  the  park  is  to  exchange  the  land,” 
ultimatums  are  being  given  to  Congress 
on  a  matter  that  is  purely  a  national 
question.  We  will  have  to  decide  here 
the  responsibility  of  establishing  the 
park  and  the  conditions  upon  which  it 
is  to  be  established. 

I  am  willing  to  support  the  bill,  but  I 
am  not  willing  to  meet  the  situation  in 
a  way — whether  desired  by  the  Governor 
of  California  or  by  any  other  Governor 
or  by  the  people  of  any  county — which 
would  butcher  a  policy  that  is  of  great 
benefit  to  the  remainder  of  the  Nation, 
as  well  as  to  my  own  State.  I  believe  we 
must  look  at  the  policy  question  and  that 
that  should  control.  That  is  my  opinion. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  will  yield  for  a  brief 

question. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  will  not 
say,  though,  that  there  never  has  been 
an  instance  in  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  taken  some  property  of  its 
own  and  used  it  in  exchange  for  what  it 
deemed  to  be  a  higher  public  interest. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  said  the  opposite  of 
what  the  Senator  suggests  I  said.  I  said 
that  we  have  this  national  policy;  that 
we  are  about  to  junk  it,  literally  butcher 
it,  in  order  to  meet  a  partly  local  situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Federal  Government 
exchanges  forest  land  for  other  land 
which  becomes  part  of  the  national  for¬ 
est  and  not  part  of  some  other  establish¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
We  exchange  land  all  the  time  that  way 
and  have  built  up  the  forest,  particularly 
contiguous  acreage,  in  that  way.  That  is 
sound  policy,  also. 

I  plead  for  the  policy  here.  I  would  not 
plead  for  the  employees  of  one  agency 
over  another.  One  is  entitled  to  as  much 
protection  as  the  other.  The  policy  must 
prevail. 

There  has  been  no  guarantee  or  sug¬ 
gestion  that  to  secure  this  park  either 
way  it  will  cost  only  $100  million.  I  would 
not  be  surprised  if  it  were  to  cost  more. 
We  would  authorize  only  $100  million  by 
this  bill.  I  suspect  that  there  will  be  re¬ 
quests  for  additional  authorizations. 

No  firm  money  value  has  been  sup¬ 
plied  with  respect  to  the  redwood  park 
for  which  it  is  proposed  to  buy  the  land ; 
and  there  has  been  no  firm  evaluation  as 
to  what  we  are  going  to  give  up,  what  we 
will  have  to  pay  in  order  to  get  it — I 
mean  in  land,  in  reproductive  resources, 
and  employment  for  hundreds  of  people. 
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No  firm  figures  are  in  the  bill,  and  I 
am  disappointed  about  that.  Although  I 
will  vote  for  the  bill,  I  will  have  to  do  it 
with  my  eyes  closed,  moneywise.  Let  us 
not  stumble  over  figures  that  are  not 
firm  and  talk  about  saving  money  when 
we  do  not  know  how  much  the  entire  bill 
will  cost,  and  thereby  put  in  jeopardy 
the  nationwide  policy  of  cutting  in  on 
the  national  forests,  one  of  the  finest  in¬ 
vestments  the  Federal  Government  has 
ever  made  in  money  value,  if  nothing 
more. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr  President,  I  have 
the  greatest  regard  for  the  Senator’s  po¬ 
sition  and  for  the  wisdom  of  his  argu¬ 
ment.  But  this  is  not  really  cutting  in. 

This  would  be  substituting  other  land 
which  is  land  of  higher  quality  than  the 
Federal  land.  Actually,  therefore,  the 
Federal  Government  would  be  gaining  by 
this  and  not  losing,  and  the  forest  that 
would  be  created  in  perpetuity  would  be 
much  more  desirable  and  valuable  than 
the  condition  which  exists  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  remarks. 

I  enjoy  the  majesty  of  these  trees. 
However,  we  are  giving  up  policies,  we 
are  giving  up  principles  and  we  are  giv¬ 
ing  up  money-producing  property  and 
revenue-producing  property.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  these  national  forests,  on  a 
dollar  investment,  there  has  been  no 
finer  investment  made  by  the  Federal 
Government.  I  am  not  the  owner  of  a 
lot  of  forest  land  but  I  am  not  a  stranger 
to  the  way  this  has  been  worked  out  by 
the  national  forests  on  reforestation  and 
giving  us  another  chance,  in  areas  like 
mine,  where  we  are  back  in  real  produc¬ 
tion.  I  am  in  sympathy  with  it.  I  do  not 
desire  any  credit  for  the  fact  that  I  have 
done  much  work  on  forestry  research. 

In  my  area  we  have  oil  and  gas  but 
long  after  those  oil  wells  are  dry  and  the 
gas  is  gone  those  trees  we  are  producing 
there  on  a  basis  of  systematic  sustained 
yield  will  be  producing  for  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  people,  and  that  is  true  in 
other  areas  of  the  country. 

Let  us  not  intrude  on  the  policy  of  the 
national  forests.  Let  us  give  them  what 
they  think  necessary  for  this  fine  area 
to  make  it  one  of  the  greatest  parks  in 
the  world  and  bring  people  there  from 
everywhere.  But  let  us  cling  to  this  pol¬ 
icy  in  our  areas  that  means  so  much  to 
us. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  in  1953 
Ohio  celebrated  its  150th  anniversary. 
The  principal  observance  of  that  anni¬ 
versary  was  a  program  to  plant  trees  in 
1953  in  Ohio. 

My  deep  concern  about  the  Nation  has 
been  the  denuding  of  the  land.  We  build 
concrete  highways,  and  we  build  new 
structures  of  concrete.  Everywhere  trees 
are  being  sawed  down  and  concrete  be¬ 
comes  the  replacement  for  grass,  shrubs, 
flowers,  and  trees. 

This  bill  involves  two  propositions:  One 
proposition  is,  Shall  we  only  acquire  the 
redwood  forest  with  its  magnificent  trees 


of  ages — I  do  not  know  how  many;  300 
or  400  years — or  two,  shall  we  also  retain 
the  14,500  acres  bearing  less  aged  trees? 

My  judgement  is  that  in  the  United 
States  we  have  no  deeper  obligation  than 
to  keep  the  land  covered  with  trees,  flow¬ 
ers,  and  shrubs. 

Mr.  President,  about  2  o’clock  this 
morning  I  read  a  book  on  China.  One  of 
the  boasts  of  the  Communists  is  that 
since  they  have  come  into  power  they 
have  planted  30  billion  trees.  The 
book  contains  the  statement  that  China 
had  5  percent  of  its  land  covered  by  trees. 
Sterile,  barren  land  was  everywhere.  Veg¬ 
etation  was  nowhere.  They  have  a  right 
to  claim  great  credit  when  they  say,  “We 
planted  30  billion  trees.” 

In  the  years  1953  through  1956,  while 
I  was  Governor  of  Ohio,  we  planted  30 
million  trees  a  year.  Sadly  and  painfully 
that  program  was  abandoned  in  1957. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  in  his 
argument  that  we  should  retain  those 
14,000  acres  that  are  now  in  the  forestry 
division.  I  supported  it  because  we  are 
now,  under  programs  of  President  Ken¬ 
nedy  and  President  Johnson,  spending 
millions  of  dollars  to  replant. 

I  travel  over  the  beltway  and  I  see  the 
purchasing  of  pines  and  cedars  for  plant¬ 
ing.  That  purchasing  would  not  be  nec¬ 
essary  if  we  had  not  cut  down  the  grasses, 
the  vegetation,  the  trees,  and  the  shrub¬ 
bery. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  instead  of  desecrating  the 
land,  butchering  it,  and  raping  it  by  cut¬ 
ting  down  present  vegetation  and  trees, 
we  keep  the  land  in  its  pristine  state.  Mr. 
President,  that  would  be  the  effect  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Louis¬ 
iana:  14,500  acres  of  redwoods,  in  their 
infancy,  would  remain  intact. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hollings  in  the  chair) .  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  am  prepared  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time.  I  defer 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Washington  have  time  remaining? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Yes,  I  have  5  minutes 
remaining,  but  I  have  nothing  further  to 
add. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  summarize  many  of  the  arguments 
that '  I  have  placed  before  the  Senate, 
heretofore. 

There  is  nothing  jn  the  bill  that  would 
force  the  State  of  California  to  give  up 
the  three  parks  that  are  now  encom¬ 
passed  in  the  "so-called  Redwood  Park.  In 
Addition,  it  is  estimated  that  it  will  cost 
about  $30  million  to  build  roads,  and  a 
few  things  here  and  there,  in  order  to 
make  the  park  accessible  to  the  people. 
There  is  an  estimate  that  there  will  be 
required  just  under  $1  million  to  main¬ 
tain  the  park  year  round. 

Mr.  President,  national  forests  should 
be  maintained  intact.  It  has  been  stated, 
“When  private  timberlands  are  needed 
by  the  Federal  Government  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest,  payment  should  be  made  in 
cash  and  not  in  kind.”  I  am  in  full  agree¬ 
ment  with  that  statement.  That  is  a 
statement  made  by  Mr.  Udall  in  answer 
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to  a  query  from  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]. 

As  has  been  shown,  this  14,000  acres 
of  land  has  been  producing  in  recent 
years  20  million  board  feet  of  timber  an¬ 
nually.  In  that  respect,  the  Government 
reaps  quite  a  lot  of  benefits.  Those  who 
purchase  this  timber  would  be  more  or 
less  small  mills  which  have  been  con¬ 
structed  in  that  area.  If  this  land  is 
transferred  to  the  four  large  companies — ■ 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  there  is  one 
which  will  probably  own  over  half  the 
14,000  acres — it  wil  mean  that  the  small 
sawmills  which  have  been  constructed 
in  anticipation  of  obtaining  this  timber 
for  sawing  will,  in  a  short  time,  be  out 
of  business. 

Another  thing.  The  county  in  which 
this  land  is  located  will  suffer  in  the  long 
run  because  the  sustained  growth  of  the 
timber  on  those  14,000  acres  will  increase 
from  year  to  year  and,  of  course,  the 
county  revenues  wil  lalso  increase  from 
year  to  year.  But,  if  this  land  is  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  four  large  corporations, 
there  is  no  telling  what  will  be  done. 

They  might  do  in  that  area  what  was 
done  in  my  State  not  too  long  ago. 

I  can  well  remember,  as  a  boy,  going 
through  the  virgin  timberlands  of  cen¬ 
tral  and  western  Louisiana,  and  where  I 
live  in  Terrebone  Parish,  where  we  had 
the  finest  growth  of  cypress  trees 
imaginable  on  the  place  where  I  was 
born.  All  that  is  left  now  is  a  heritage  of 
charred  stumps  where  the  trees  once 
stood.  Some  of  them  measured  14  feet 
in  diameter.  Today,  they  are  all  gone. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  additional  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  2 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Montana. 

There  were  many  acres  of  virgin  long- 
leaf  and  shortleaf.  The  land  there,  up  to 
approximately  10  years  ago,  was  denuded 
and  Louisiana  enacted  laws  to  make  it 
advantageous  for  landowners  to  plant 
trees  on  that  denuded  land.  The  way  they 
did  it  was  to  impose  a  severance  tax  in¬ 
stead  of  a  tax  on  the  land.  Also  incentives 
were  given  the  landowners. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  adopted  and  that  we  do  not 
change  a  policy  cf  long  standing,  and  one 
which  was  agreed  to  by  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  Udall,  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Bud¬ 
get,  by  the  President,  and  everyone  else 
who  is  interested  in  preserving  our  na¬ 
tional  forests. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  in  the  last 
session  of  Congress,  I  supported  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  establish  a  90,000-acre  Redwood 
National  Park  and  again  in  this  session  I 
joined  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf]  in  reintroducing  that  measure. 

The  redwood  forests  represent  a  most 
precious  part  of  our  national  heritage.  I 
feel  strongly  that  we  must  move  to  pre¬ 
serve  at  least  some  of  the  old  growth  red¬ 
woods  that  remain. 

This  issue  has  been  clouded  by  con¬ 
troversy  and  confused  by  myriad  claims 
and  counterclaims.  Out  of  all  this  chaos, 
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the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  under  the  capable  leadership  of 
my  distinguished  colleagues  Senators 
Jackson,  Bible,  and  Kitchel  has  pro¬ 
duced  a  significant  compromise  bill 
which  combines  the  best  of  all  the 
proposals,  and  which  will  insure  the 
preservation  of  the  finest  remaining  red¬ 
woods. 

The  original  redwood  forests  covered 
1,950,000  acres  although  less  than  750,- 
000  acres  are  left  today.  About  50,000 
acres  are  currently  protected  in  State 
parks — this  is  about  2.5  percent  of  the 
original  acreage.  S.  2515  would  insure 
protection  for  an  additional  13,000  acres 
or  about  0.7  percent  of  the  original  acre¬ 
age. 

I  am  pleased  with  that  provision  in  the 
bill  which  gives  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  a  3,000-acre  cushion  for  land 
acquisition.  Erosion  in  the  redwoods 
area  is  a  particularly  critical  problem. 
There  is  the  constant  threat  of  down- 
slope  areas  being  bruised  by  materials 
washed  down  from  logged-over  uplands. 

The  additional  3,000  acres  will  give  the 
Secretary  the  flexibility  to  protect  cer¬ 
tain  areas  threatened  by  erosion.  I  am 
not  certain  that  3,000  acres  will  be 
enough  and  hope  that  consideration  will 
be  given  to  the  possibility  of  raising  the 
acreage  ceiling  on  the  park  to  70,000. 1  see 
this  as  discretionary  authority  for  the 
Secretary  that  would  enable  him,  if 
necessary,  and  if  funds  are  available, 
either  from  the  Federal  Government  or 
from  donations,  to  protect  the  mag- 
nificient  park  that  this  bill  will  establish. 

I  am  opposed  to  the  trading  of  Forest 
Service  lands  for  private  lands  within 
the  park  unless  it  turns  out  to  be  the 
only  way  that  we  can  get  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park.  I  am  convinced  that  we  must 
have  a  Redwood  National  Park.  The 
redwoods,  like  so  many  of  our  natural  re¬ 
sources,  are  threatened  by  extinction.  We 
simply  cannot  afford  to  let  them  be  de¬ 
stroyed.  We  must  act  quickly  to  preserve 
them.  I 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent,  in  view  of  the 
statement  made  earlier  than  the  vote 
would  take  place  at  2:30  o’clock,  that 
there  be  a  quorum  call  for  2  minutes  and 
then  that  the  vote  take  place. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  A  “nay”  vote  would 
keep  the  bill  intact  as  it  is  at  the  desk; 
is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  “nay” 


vote  would  be  to  reject  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  been  yielded  back.  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered;  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BARTLETT  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  live  pair 
with  the  senior  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Magnuson]  .  If  he  were  present 
and  voting,  he  would  vote  “nay.”  If  I 
were  permitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
“yea.”  Therefore  I  withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  BENNETT  (after  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative) .  Mr.  President,  on  this 
vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis].  If  he  were  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  he  would  vote  “nay.”  If  I 
were  permitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
“yea.”  I  therefore  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  and  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
and  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pastore]  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  is 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senators  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Curtis  and  Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  would 
vote  “nay.” 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Curtis]  has  been  previously 
announced. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  30, 
nays  51,  as  follows: 
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YEAS— 30 


Aiken 

Hatfield 

Proxmire 

Boggs 

Hollings 

Ribicoff 

Byrd,  Va. 

Lausche 

Russell 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Smith 

Ellender 

Monroney 

Sparkman 

Ervin 

Morse 

Stennis 

Fulbright 

Nelson 

Symington 

Gore 

Pell 

Williams,  Del. 

Hart 

Prouty 

NAYS— 51 

Yarborough 

Allott 

Hayden 

Miller 

Baker 

Hickenlooper 

Mondale 

Bayh 

Holland 

Morton 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Moss 

Brooke 

Jackson 

Mundt 

Burdick 

Javits 

Murphy 

Case 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Muskie 

Cooper 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Pearson 

Ootton 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Percy 

Dominick 

Kennedy,  NY. 

Spong 

Fannin 

Kuchel 

Talma  dge 

Fong 

Mansfield 

Thurmond 

Griffin 

McCarthy 

Tower 

Gruening 

McGee 

Tydings 

Hansen 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Harris 

McIntyre 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hartke 

Metcalf 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 

19 

Anderson 

Clark 

Magnuson 

Bartlett 

Curtis 

Montoya  \ 
Pastore 

Bennett 

Dirksen 

Bible 

Dodd 

Randolph 

Cannon 

Hill 

Scott 

Carlson 

Hruska 

Church 

Long,  Mo. 

So  the  Anderson-Ellender  amendment 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  immediately 
following  the  vote  on  the  bill,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  be  recognized  for  not  to  exceed 
10  minutes,  and  that,  following  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke] 
be  recognized  for  20  minutes.  I  do  this  so 
that  we  can  proceed  without  interruption 
to  a  vote  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is,  Shall  the 
bill  pass? 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chamber  be  cleared,  except  for 
the  presence  of  Senators  and  others  who 
have  business  here. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order.  The  Chamber  will 
be  cleared,  except  for  those  persons  hav¬ 
ing  business  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  execute  the 
order  of  the  Senate. 

The  clerk  may  proceed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
Chamber  is  still  not  cleared  of  those  who 
do  not  have  business  here. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chamber  will  be  cleared.  All  persons 
without  business  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  retire  from  the  Chamber.  Per¬ 
sons  having  business  in  the  Chamber  will 
be  seated.  The  Sergeant  at  Anns  will  see 
to  the  execution  of  the  order. 

The  clerk  may  proceed  with  the  roll- 
call. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  and  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
son],  and  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore],  and  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  1s 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senators  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Curtis  and  Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  and  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  77, 


nays  6,  as  follows: 
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YEAS — 77 

Aiken 

Gore 

Kuchel 

Allott 

Griffin 

Lausche 

Baker 

Gruening 

Long,  La. 

Bartlett 

Hansen 

Mansfield 

Bayh 

Harris 

McCarthy 

Bennett 

Hart 

McGee 

Boggs 

Hartke 

McGovern 

Brewster 

Hatfield 

McIntyre 

Brooke 

Hayden 

Metcalf 

Burdick 

Hickenlooper 

Miller 

Byrd,  Va. 

Holland 

Mondale 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hollings 

Monroney 

Case 

Inouye 

Morse 

Cooper 

Jackson 

Morton 

Cotton 

Javits 

Moss 

Dominick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Mundt 

Eastland 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Murphy 

Fannin 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Muskie 

Fong 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Nelson 

Pearson 

Sparkman 

Ty  dings 

Pell 

Spong 

Williams,  NJ. 

Percy 

Stenmis 

Williams,  Del. 

Prouty 

Symington 

Yarborough 

Rlbicoff 

Talmadge 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Smathers 

Thurmond 

Young,  Ohio 

Smith 

Tower 

NAYS — 6 

Ellender 

Fulbright 

Proxmire 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Russell 

NOT  VOTING 

—17 

Anderson 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Bible 

Dirksen 

Montoya 

Cannon 

Dodd 

Pas  tore 

Carlson 

Hill 

Randolph 

Church 

Hruska 

Scott 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

So  the 

bill  (S.  2515) 

was  passed,  as 

follows: 

S.  2515 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hcmse  of 

Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  preserve  in  their 
natural  settings  for  the  inspiration  and  en¬ 
joyment  of  present  and  future  generations, 
remaining  virgin  and  old  growth  stands  of 
the  redwoods,  the  tallest  living  trees  in  the 
world. 

Sec.  2.  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (here¬ 
inafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  establish  the  Redwood  National 
Park  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “park") 
in  the  State  of  California.  The  boundaries  of 
the  park  shall  be  as  generally  depicted  on 
the  drawing  numbered  NP-RED-7112,  and 
dated  October  1967,  which  shall  be  on  file 
and  available  for  public  inspection  in  the  of¬ 
fices  of  the  National  Park  Service,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior.  The  Secretary  may 
revise  the  boundaries  of  the  park  from  time 
to  time  by  publication  in  the  Federal  Re¬ 
gister  of  a  revised  drawing  or  other  boun¬ 
dary  description,  but  the  total  acreage  within 
the  park  shall  not  be  increased  to  more  than 
sixty-four  thousand  acres,  exclusive  of  sub¬ 
merged  lands. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  acquire  lands 
or  interests  therein  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  park  and  not  more  than  ten  acres  of  land 
outside  of  the  park  boundaries  in  the  vicin¬ 
ity  of  Crescent  City,  California,  and  Orick, 
California,  for  two  administrative  sites  of 
not  more  than  five  acres  each,  by  donation, 
purchase  with  donated  or  appropriated 
funds,  or  exchange.  When  an  individual  tract 
of  land  is  only  partly  within  such  bound¬ 
aries,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  all  or  any 
portion  of  the  land  outside  of  such  bound¬ 
aries  in  order  to  minimize  the  payment  of 
severance  costs.  Land  so  acquired  outside 
of  the  park  boundaries  may  be  exchanged  by 
the  Secretary  for  non-Federal  lands  within 
the  park  boundaries.  Any  land  or  interests 
therein  owned  by  the  State  of  California 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  may  be  ac¬ 
quired  only  by  donation.  Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  any  Federal  prop¬ 
erty  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
park  may,  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
agency  having  custody  thereof,  be  trans¬ 
ferred  without  consideration  to  the  admin¬ 
istrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  for 
the  purposes  of  the  park.  The  Secretary  may 
enter  into  contracts  requiring  the  expendi¬ 
ture,  when  appropriated,  of  funds  authorized 
by  section  6  of  this  Act,  but  the  liability  of 
the  United  States  under  any  such  contract 
shall  be  contingent  on  the  appropriation  of 
funds  sufficient  to  fulfill  the  obligations 
thereby  incurred. 

(b)  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire 
property  by  exchange,  the  Secretary  may 
accept  title  to  any  non-Federal  property 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  park,  and  out¬ 
side  of  such  boundaries  within  the  limits  pre¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Secretary  may  acquire  such  property 
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from  the  grantor  by  exchange  for  any  fed¬ 
erally  owned  property  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  except  property  needed  for  public 
use  and  management,  which  he  classifies  as 
suitable  for  exchange  or  other  disposal,  or 
any  federally  owned  property  he  may  desig¬ 
nate  within  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase 
Unit  in  Del  Norte  County,  California.  The 
values  of  the  properties  so  exchanged  either 
shall  be  approximately  equal,  or  if  they  are 
not  approximately  equal  the  value  shall  be 
equalized  by  the  payment  of  cash  to  the 
grantor  or  to  the  Secretary  as  the  circum¬ 
stances  require.  Through  the  exercise  of  his 
exchange  authority,  the  Secretary  shall,  to 
the  extent  possible,  minimize  economic  dis¬ 
location  and  the  disruption  of  the  grantor's 
commercial  operations. 

(c)  The  owner  of  land  acquired  with 
monetary  consideration  and  the  Secretary 
may  agree  that  the  purchase  price  will  be 
paid  in  periodic  installments  over  a  period 
that  does  not  exceed  ten  years,  with  interest 
on  unpaid  balances  at  a  rate  not  in  excess 
of  the  current  average  market  yield  on  out¬ 
standing  marketable  obligations  of  the 
United  States  with  remaining  periods  to 
maturity  comparable  to  the  average  ma¬ 
turities  on  the  installments.  / 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Any  owner  or  owners  (herein¬ 
after  in  this  section  referred  to  as  “owner”) 
of  improved  property  on  the  date  of  its 
acquisition  by  the  Secretary  may,  as  a  condi¬ 
tion  of  such  acquisition,  retain  for  them¬ 
selves  afid  their  successors  or  assigns  a  right 
of  use  and  occupancy  of  the  improved  prop¬ 
erty  for  noncommercial  residential  purposes 
for  a  definite  term  not  to  exceed  twenty-five 
years,  or,  in  lieu  thereof,  for  a  term  ending 
at  the  death  of  the  owner,  or  the  death 
of  his  spouse,  whichever  is  the  later.  The 
owner  shall  elect  the  term  to  be  reserved.  The 
Secretary  shall  pay  to  the  owner  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  on  the  date 
of  such  acquisition  less  the  fair  market  value 
on  such  date  of  the  right  retained  by  the 
owner. 

(b)  A  right  of  use  and  occupancy  retained 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
termination  by  the  Secretary  upon  his  de¬ 
termination  that  such  use  and  occupancy  is 
being  exercised  in  a  manner  not  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and,  upon 
tender  to  the  holder  of  the  right  an  amount 
equal  to  the  fair  market  yalue  of  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  right  which  remains  unexpired, 
such  right  of  use  and  occupancy  shall  termi¬ 
nate  by  operation  of  law. 

(c)  The  term  “improved  property”,  as  used 
in  this  section,  shall  mean  a  detached,  non¬ 
commercial  residential  dwelling,  the  con¬ 
struction  of  which  was  begun  before  October 
9,  1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the  land 
on  which  the  dwelling  is  situated,  the  said 
land  being  in  the  same  ownership  as  the 
dwelling,  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate  to 
be  reasonably  necessary  for  the  enjoyment 
of  the  dwelling  for  the  sole  purpose  of  non¬ 
commercial  residential  use,  together  with 
any  structures  accessory  to  the  dwelling 
which  are  situated  on  the  land  so  designated. 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the 
park  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  August  25,  1916  (39  Stat.  535; 
16  U.S.C.  1-4) ,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented. 

Sec.  6.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $100,000,000  for  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 
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reading  clerks,  announced  that  the  House 
had  agreed  to  report  of  the  committee  of 
^conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
th\Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  8718)  to  in¬ 
crease  the  annual  Federal  payment  to 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  to  provide 
a  metnbd  for  computing  the  annual  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  for  the  general  fund 
of  the  District  of  Columbia. 


REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  have  the  attention  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]. 
I  owe  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  an 
apology  because  of  my  inability  to  get  to 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  prior  to  the  vote 
on  his  amendment,  as  I  had  committed 
myself  to  do. 

I  had  been  called  to  a  conference  at 
the  request  of  a  Presidential  aid  at  the 
White  House  in  respect  to  a  problem  that 
exists  on  education  legislation.  I  thought 
I  would  be  able  to  return  in  time,  but  I 
arrived  on  the  floor  only  after  the  roll 
on  the  amendment  had  been  called. 

I  did  set  forth  my  views  last  night  in 
support  of  the  Ellender-Anderson 
amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  may  we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
must  be  order  for  the  Senate  to  proceed. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  will  proceed. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  covered 
in  the  main  last  night  in  my  speech  in 
support  of  the  Ellender-Anderson 
amendment  the  points  that  I  had 
planned  to  make  in  support  of  Senator 
Ellender  in  greater  detail  before  the 
vote  today.  I  am  going  to  make  the  points 
now,  for  in  my  judgment  time  will  prove 
that  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  has 
made,  I  think,  a  most  serious  mistake 
this  afternoon. 

The  Senate  will  rue  the  mistake.  In  my 
judgment,  it  has  set  a  precedent.  No 
matter  how  many  semantics  were  used 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon 
to  the  effect  that  no  precedent  is  being 
established,  the  Senate  has  set  a  prec¬ 
edent  that,  in  my  judgment,  greatly 
changes  the  whole  management  of 
forests  in  this  country  in  respect  to  land 
exchanges. 

It  is  a  precedent,  let  me  say,  that  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  will  fight  as 
long  as  he  is  in  the  Senate  because  it 
will  do  devastating  damage  to  the  great¬ 
est  lumber-producing  State  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  the  State  of  Oregon,  if  it  is  allowed 
to  be  applied  again. 

I  am  sorry,  but  I  think  it  explains  one 
of  the  great  disadvantages  of  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreements  on  major  leg¬ 
islation.  It  puts  me  back  again  to  the 
position  where  I  will  view  with  great  con¬ 
cern  any  proposal  for  any  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  to  limit  any  time  on 
any  major  piece  of  legislation  here  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  because  I  am 
satisfied  that  if  we  had  had  additional 
time  to  talk  to  the  Senators  who,  when 
they  came  through  the  door,  were  in¬ 
formed  by  Senate  staff  members  both 
parties  that  “with  respect  to  such-and- 


such  an  amendment  ,the  vote  is  ‘No,’  ”  we 
would  have  had  a  majority  vote  before 
we  got  through. 

I  refuse  to  believe  that  Senators  who 
would  take  the  time  to  study  the  facts 
about  the  amendment  would  have 
adopted  the  precedent  this  afternoon 
that  does  such  irreparable  damage,  in 
my  judgment,  to  the  management  of  for¬ 
ests  in  this  country  that  belong  to  the 
people,  not  to  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  and  not  to  the  politicians,  but  to 
the  taxpayers. 

It  is  too  bad  that  these  politicians  did 
not  have  the  time  this  afternoon  to  study 
the  impact  of  what  they  have  done  in 
regard  to  the  management  of  forests. 

The  matter  involving  the  land  that  the 
Senate  gave  away  this  afternoon,  in  ef¬ 
fect,  for  a  de  minimis  of  what  it  is  worth, 
to  a  very  small  number  of  big  lumber 
companies  in  the  State  of  California  will 
rise  to  plague  those  Senators  who  voted 
for  the  measure,  may  I  say,  as  they  come 
to  grips  in  the  future  with  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  forests  of  this  country. 

The  taxpayers  of  this  country  were  en¬ 
titled  to  have  this  14,567  acres  of  land 
left  in  sustained  yield,  not  turned  over 
to  the  gutting  of  a  few  profit  seeking 
lumber  companies  that  have  no  control 
placed  over  them  now  in  regard  to  gut¬ 
ting  these  forests. 

Gifford  Pinchot  must  be  revolving  in 
his  grave  on  the  basis  of  what  has  taken 
place  this  afternoon  in  respect  to  the 
rejection  of  this  amendment. 

Much  has  been  said  in  discussion  of 
this  issue  about  the  northern  redwood 
purchase  unit  not  being  regular  national 
forest  land. 

This  is  not  in  accord  with  the  law  that 
governs  the  management  of  these  lands 
or  the  facts  about  its  administration. 

The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit 
was  acquired  under  the  authority  of  the 
Weeks  Act.  The  funds  used  to  purchase 
it  were  appropriated  under  the  Weeks 
Act.  It  is  the  Weeks  Act  that  has  been 
used  to  incorporate  some  20  million  acres 
into  our  great  national  forest  system,  all 
over  the  United  States. 

Listen  to  this:  Section  11  of  that  act 
specifically  provides  that  the  lands  ac¬ 
quired  under  it  “shall  be  permanently 
reserved,  held,  and  administered  as  na¬ 
tional  forest  lands.” 

You  gave  it  away  this  afternoon.  You 
yielded  to  the  pressure  of  a  powerful 
lobby  in  this  country.  You  failed  in  an 
obligation  to  the  taxpayers  this  after¬ 
noon  by  the  amendment  that  you  re¬ 
jected.  Yes,  it  is  strong  language,  and  I 
mean  to  use  it,  because  we  are  going 
to  use  it  across  this  country  as  we  fight 
for  sound  conservation  of  the  forests  in 
the  years  ahead. 

You  turned  your  back  on  the  over¬ 
whelming  majority  of  the  conservation 
agencies  of  this  country.  Yes,  the  Sierra 
Club,  basically  a  California  organization, 
was  for  this  giveaway.  But  the  over¬ 
whelming  majority  of  the  conservation 
groups-of  this  country  warned  you.  They 
have  forgotten  more  about  conservation 
than  the  Senate  combined  knows,  may  I 
say  most  respectfully.  But  I  do  not  claim 
that  we  in  this  body  are  infallible.  The 
sad  fact  is  that  we  walked  out  on  con¬ 
servation  this  afternoon — God’s  gift, 


great  natural  resources,  to  the  people 
of  this  country.  That  is  what  we  did.  We 
tore  down  a  citadel,  an  almighty  citadel, 
a  great  natural  resource,  for  profit  dol¬ 
lars. 

Those  14,567  acres  of  land  could  have 
been  left  in  sustained  yield,  could  have 
supplied  lumber  to  the  American  people 
in  perpetuity.  And  now  you  permit  these 
lumber  companies  to  go  in  and  mow  them 
down  if  they  want  to  make  a  quick  buck. 
That  is  what  was  done  this  afternoon  in 
the  rejection  of  the  Anderson-Ellender 
amendment. 

Just  as  all  national  forest  lands,  the 
northern  redwood  purchase  unit  has 
been  under  sustained-yield  manage¬ 
ment  since  its  acquisition.  Timber  sales 
have  been  made  from  it  under  the  same 
procedures,  the  same  regulations,  and 
in  all  respects,  under  the  same  author¬ 
ity  as  sales  from  other  national  forest 
lands,  and  it  has  been  protected  and 
developed  under  the  same  authorities 
that  apply  to  other  national  forest 
lands.  Redwood  research  by  the  Forest 
Service  has  been  conducted  on  this  unit 
in  the  same  manner  and  by  the  same 
organization  that  conducts  forestry  re¬ 
search  on  national  forest  lands  through¬ 
out  the  country. 

Let  me  point  out  again — because  it  is 
critically  important — that  over  the  years 
the  timber  on  the  purchase  unit  has 
been  used  by  a  fairly  large  number  of 
timber  operators  from  northern  Cali¬ 
fornia.  Small  operators,  it  is  true.  But 
that  is  another  issue  involved  here.  We 
also,  in  mys  judgment,  played  into  the 
hands  of  the  big  lumber  operators  and 
robbed  the  little  fellows.  And  the  little 
lumber  mills  would  cooperate  with  the 
taxpayers  of  this  country  in  a  sustained- 
yield  program. 

If  we  transfer  the  unit  under  subsec¬ 
tion  3(b)  of  S.  2515,  we  will  be  trading 
this  timber,  previously  available  to  all 
operators  of  the  region,  to  a  privileged 
few  companies — without  any  competi¬ 
tive  bidding  whatsoever.  We  will  favor 
four  large,  strong  companies  with  sub¬ 
stantial  timber  holdings  over  many 
smaller  operators  who  rely  principally 
on  the  availability  of  timber  from  Fed¬ 
eral  timberlands. 

And  we  will  be  depriving  Del  Norte 
County  of  receipts  that  have  averaged 
$150,000  to  $200,000  per  year  in  recent 
years.  This  revenue,  returned  to  the 
county  by  law,  is  much  more  than  these 
lands  will  bring  to  the  local  government 
through  taxes.  It  was  for  this  reason  that 
the  national  forest  purchase  unit  has  not 
been  added  to  the  Six  Rivers  National 
Forest.  If  it  had  been,  the  25-percent 
share  of  receipts  from  the  land  would 
have  been  distributed  to  several  counties 
and  the  amount  allocated  to  Del  Norte 
would  have  been  decreased. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  stress  that  the 
use  of  the  northern  redwood  purchase 
unit  as  trading  stock  will  bring  no  new 
jobs  to  Del  Norte  County.  What  it  will 
bring  is  a  disruption  in  the  operations  of 
the  many  small  operators  of  the  area 
who  look  to  the  purchase  unit  for  a  con¬ 
tinuous  and  even  flow  of  timber.  The 
net  result — sustained-yield  allowable  cut 
from  the  national  forest  down  20  million 
board  feet  per  year.  That  will  be  the  re- 
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suit  of  the  unfortunate  action  by  the 
Senate  this  afternoon. 

In  all  respects  the  northern  redwood 
purchase  unit  is  national  forest.  Use  of 
the  unit  as  trading  stock  will  jeopardize 
the  sustained-yield  principle  which  gov¬ 
erns  our  national  forests  throughout  the 
land. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  proceed  for  10  additional 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  he^rs  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  For¬ 
est  Service  administers  some  14,500  acres 
of  national  forest  lands  in  the  coast  red¬ 
wood  forest  region  near  the  Klamath 
River  in  Del  Norte  County.  These  lands 
were  purchased  by  the  United  States 
more  than  25  years  ago,  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  local  government  and  the 
State  of  California,  for  the  practice  and 
demonstration  in  the  redwood  type  of 
sustained  yield  forestry,  good  logging 
practices,  and  other  uses  characteristic 
of  the  national  forests,  and  to  help  sta¬ 
bilize  the  local  economy.  These  lands  are 
adjacent  to  the  Six  Rivers  National 
Forest,  and  for  timber  management  pur¬ 
pose  are  part  of  the  Del  Norte  working 
circle.  Redwood  constitutes  75  percent  or 
more  of  the  timber  on  approximately 
6,000  acres;  on  an  additional  1,800  acres 
redwood  is  50  percent  or  more  of  the 
timber  volume.  Timber  on  the  remaining 
acreage  is  a  mixture  of  redwood  and 
Douglas-fir  or  of  Douglas-flr  and  asso¬ 
ciated  nonredwood  species.  Approxi¬ 
mately  2,800  acres  are  being  reforested 
after  logging  to  redwood  and  Douglas-fir. 

Since  1940  approximately  1,000  acres 
of  these  lands,  together  with  an  approxi¬ 
mately  equal  acreage  of  adjoining  private 
redwood  forest,  have  been  used  for  re¬ 
search  and  investigations  of  the  silvi¬ 
culture,  reforestation  requirements,  and 
desirable  harvesting  practices  and  tech¬ 
niques  of  redwood  timberlands.  In  the 
mid-1950’s  the  Forest  Service  started  a 
program  of  offering  commercial  sales  of 
timber  to  meet  the  needs  of  dependent 
industries.  Timber  is  sold  under  competi¬ 
tive  bidding  procedures.  In  this  way,  any 
mill  in  need  of  timber  has  an  opportunity 
to  bid  on  the  stumpage  advertised  for 
sale.  This  national  forest  land  offers  on 
an  open  market  basis  a  stable  supply  of 
timber  to  mills  that  do  not  own  sufficient 
timber  to  meet  their  needs  for  logs. 

That  is  the  plight  of  the  small  mill 
operator  in  California,  in  Oregon,  and 
in  Washington.  We  have  a  responsibility 
to  those  small  operators,  because  the  lit¬ 
tle  mills  in  small  communities  are  the 
economic  life  of  the  community.  We  have 
no  justification  for  following  the  give¬ 
away  course  of  action  that  we  followed 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon. 

There  are  a  number  of  such  industries 
in  the  tributary  area.  Sustained  yield  al¬ 
lowable  cut  of  timber  from  the  14,500 
acres  is  about  20  million  board  feet  per 
year. 

Since  commercial  sales  began,  over  216 
million  board-feet  of  stumpage  has  been 
sold  from  these  lands.  Thirty-seven  tim¬ 
ber  using  businesses  in  Del  Norte  and 


Humboldt  Counties  have  bid  on  these 
sales.  Ten  such  companies  have  bought 
sale  offerings  of  1  million  board-feet  or 
over;  other  companies  have  bought  les¬ 
ser  amounts.  Receipts  from  the  sale  of 
this  timber  have  amounted  to  approxi¬ 
mately  $5,650,000.  Twenty-five  percent 
of  these  receipts  has  been  paid  to  Del 
Norte  County  for  support  of  roads  and 
schools.  This  contribution  to  the  county 
from  the  northern  redwood  purchase 
unit  has  amounted  to  approximately 
$1,415,000,  an  average  of  over  $128,000 — 
nearly  $P  per  acre — per  year. 

In  harvesting  timber  from  the  red¬ 
wood  purchase  unit,  the  Forest  Service 
tries  to  develop  and  demonstrate  logging 
practices  that  protect  streams  from  un¬ 
due  damage,  conserve  watersheds,  pro¬ 
mote  prompt  and  adequate  restocking 
with  desirable  timber  species,  and  keep 
adverse  effects  on  the  scenic  values  of 
the  landscape  to  a  minimum.  Roads, 
skidways,  and  cutting  blocks  are  so  lo¬ 
cated  as  to  avoid  damage  to  streams  and 
streamside  vegetation,  reduce  the  prob¬ 
ability  of  soil  erosion,  and,  through  limi¬ 
tations  of  size  and  dispersion  in  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  cutting  areas,  avoid  excessive 
scarring  of  the  landscape. 

Desirable  techniques  and  practices  de¬ 
veloped  on  these  national  forest  lands 
can  be  applied  to  the  other  commercial 
timberlands  in  the  coastal  redwood  belt. 
There  are  about  1.6  million  acres  of  com¬ 
mercial  timberland  in  the  redwood  for¬ 
est  type.  Most  of  this  will  continue  to  be 
used  for  timber  production.  Careful  tim¬ 
ber  harvesting  practices,  adequate  atten¬ 
tion  to  protection  of  scenic  and  recrea¬ 
tion  values,  and  availability  of  lands  for 
public  recreation,  including  hunting,  will 
help  meet  the  concern  of  the  public  that 
commercial  timber  utilization  in  the 
scenic  redwood  forests  of  California  not 
impair  their  natural  beauty  or  their 
streams,  watersheds,  and  wildlife.  Devel¬ 
opment  and  practice  on  the  ground  of 
acceptable  logging  practices  and  feasi¬ 
ble  programs  of  multiple-use  forestry 
were  important  reasons  for  the  purchase 
of  these  national  forest  redwood  lands. 

Continued  national  forest  management 
of  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit 
lands  will  assure  sustained  yields  of  mer¬ 
chantable  timber  amounting  to  approxi¬ 
mately  20  million  board  feet  annually. 

That  would  have  been  the  case  if  the 
Senate  had  not  given  away  the  public  in¬ 
terest  this  afternoon.  We  would  accom¬ 
plish  the  facts  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
is  bringing  out  in  this  speech. 

This  would  be  available  to  wood-using 
industries  in  the  surrounding  area 
through  competitive  bidding.  National 
forest  management  will  insure  annual 
payments  to  Del  Norte  County  of  25  per¬ 
cent  of  the  receipts  from  timber  sales  and 
land  uses;  public  use  of  the  land  for 
recreation,  hunting  and  fishing;  con¬ 
tinued  attention  to  conservation  of 
watershed,  scenic  and  esthetic  values; 
and  further  development  and  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  management  practices  that  will 
help  harmonize  commercial  uses  of  red¬ 
wood  timber  with  public  concern  for  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  natural  beauty  and  the 
recreation,  watershed,  fish  and  wildlife 
values  of  the  redwood  region. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
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sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  a  table  setting  forth  pur¬ 
chasers  of  national  forest  timber  offered 
for  sale  from  redwood  purchase  area 
lands  from  1956  to  1966. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

Purchasers  of  national  forest  timber  of¬ 
fered  for  sale  from  redwood  purchase  area 
lands — 1956  to  1966 

[Total  volume,  million  board  feet] 


Purchaser: 

Simpson  Redwood  Co _  48.  330 

Cal-Pacific  Manufacturing  Co _  30.  800 

Medford  Veneer  &  Plywood  Corp _ 21.  500 

Simpson  Timber  Co _ 14.  600 

Independent  Building  Materials 

Co _  14.500 

Northern  California  Plywood,  Inc _ 14.  500 

Van  DeNor  Lumber  Co.,  Inc _ 14.  300 

Twin  Parks  Lumber  Co _  4.  900 

Brunello  Mill _  3.  715 

South  Coast  Lumber  Co _  3.  550 

Bedford  Materials,  Inc _  1.  061 

Peterson  Brothers _  .  515 

Trio  Lumber  Co.,  Inc _  .  400 

Valdon  Miller _  .  345 

Don  McMillan _  .  260 

Simpson  Logging  Co _  .  246 

Gus  Peterson _  .  150 

J.  M.  Hale  Logging _  .119 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  listing  of  other  bidders  for 
national  forest  timber  offered  for  sale 
from  redwood  purchase  area  lands  from 
1956  to  1966. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

Other  Bidders  for  National  Forest  Timber 

Offered  for  Sale  From  Redwood  Purchase 

Area  Lands — 1956  to  1966 

South  Bay  Redwood  Company. 

Tidewater  Mills,  Inc. 

Hulbert  &  Mailfley  Company. 

Standard  Veneer  &  Lumber  Company. 

Twin  Harbors  Lumber  Company. 

Pour  Rivers  Manufacturing  Company. 

Brightwood  Lumber  Company. 

Jewett  Lumber  Sales. 

Diamond  Lumber  Company. 

Arrow  Mill  Company. 

Big  Flat  Timber  Company. 

Wolf  Creek  Logging  Company. 

R.  C.  Miller  Logging  Company. 

Cal-Oregon  Veneer. 

G.  R.  VanVleet. 

Azel  Erickson. 

Pacific  Veneers. 

N  &  N  Woodworking. 

A.  C.  Dutton  Lumber  Company. 

Brookings  Plywood. 

R.  L.  VanVleet. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
long  list  of  bidders  that  the  Senate  has 
cut  out  from  a  fair  break  this  afternoon 
in  carrying  out  what  I  thought  was  our 
system  of  competitive  enterprise  in  this 
country.  What  the  Senate  has  done  has 
been  to  pick  a  few  big  operators  and  give 
them  a  bonanza  this  afternoon  to  which 
they  are  not  entitled,  and  the  Senate  has 
discriminated,  in.  my  judgment,  against 
the  rights  of  small  business  in  this  area. 
Mr.  President,  you  will  hear  from  it,  not 
only  in  that  area,  but  from  across  the 
country. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  another  table 
showing  contributions  to  Del  Norte 
County,  Calif.,  representing  25  percent  of 
receipts  to  the  Treasury  from  the  North- 
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ern  Redwood  National  Forest  purchase 
unit  from  1956  through  1966. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  DEL  NORTE  COUNTY,  CALIF.,  REPRE¬ 
SENTING  25  PERCENT  OF  RECEIPTS  TO  THE  TREASURY 
FROM  THE  NORTHERN  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  FOREST 
PURCHASE  UNIT,  1956  THROUGH  1966 


Year  Receipts  25  percent 


1956  . $942,148  $235,537 

1957  _ 208,970  52,243 

1958  _  255,661  63,915 

1959  . 338,586  84,646 

1960  _  174,948  43,737 

1961  . 294,717  73,679 

1962  _  411,407  102,852 

1963  . 387,303  96,826 

1964  _ 1,265,145  316,286 

1965  _ 823,722  205,930 

1966  . 558,951  139,738 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  letter  dated  July  13,  1967, 
from  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Udall  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Secretary  op  the  Interior, 

Washington,  July  13,  1967. 
Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

I/.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Anderson:  President  John¬ 
son  asked  me  to  reply  to  your  letter  about 
the  Redwood  National  Park  proposal  in  which 
you  urged  that  we  not  trade  off  National 
Forest  lands  in  an  effort  to  establish  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park. 

There  have  been  extensive  discussions  be¬ 
tween  State  officials  and  representatives  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Interior  and  Agriculture.  The 
subject  you  raise  has  been  thoroughly  aired. 
The  position  of  the  Administration  is  firm 
against  the  transfer  of  National  Forest  lands 
to  the  State  of  California  or  to  private  lum¬ 
ber  interests  as  part  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  transactions.  We  feel  this  general  prin¬ 
ciple  must  be  upheld  always. 

It  has  been  the  long-standing  position  of 
the  Government,  and  I  know  you  are  in 
agreement  with  this,  that  the  National  For¬ 
ests  should  be  maintained  intact  and  that 
when  private  timberlands  are  needed  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  public  interest, 
payment  should  be  in  cash  and  not  in  kind. 
I  agree  with  this  principle  and  you  need  have 
no  concern  on  this  point  insofar  as  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  concerned. 

In  this  connection,  you  may  be  interested 
in  the  letter  of  June  22,  1967  to  Senator 
Jackson  from  the  Deputy  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  which  discusses  this 
question  in  some  detail  and  makes  clear  the 
Administration’s  position . 

Sincerely, 

Stewart  L.  Udall, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  letter  from  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  dated 
June  26, 1967. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on 

Aeronautical  and  Space  Sciences, 

June  26, 1967. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Partly  due  to  the  Dodd 
matter,  the  Senate  has  been  upset  on  our 
schedules,  and  I  am  very  much  afraid  we 
are  going  to  be  delayed  considerably  in  pass¬ 
ing  all  the  appropriations  bills  and  other 
needed  legislation.  One  of  my  worries  has 
been  that  in  the  final  windup  before  the 
July  4  holiday  we  will  miss  careful  action  on 
the  proposal  for  a  Redwood  National  Park. 

I  have  gone  over  the  suggestions  on  some 
of  these  redwood  proposals,  and  I  appreciate 
the  fact  that  you  have  had  excellent  advice. 
I  know  that  Laurance  Rockefeller  has  helped, 
and  he  is  one  of  the  most  dedicated  con¬ 
servationists  that  I  know.  However,  I  am  not 
sure  that  the  Sierra  Club  members  in  and 
around  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  have  been 
agreeable  to  the  trading  suggestions  which 
have  been  made. 

My  particular  worry  is  that  trading  might 
create  some  precedents  which  would  be  hard 
to  overturn  and  which  I  believe  are  undesir¬ 
able.  Apparently  the  State  of  California 
would  be  asked  to  turn  over  to  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  redwood  forest  some 
30,000  acres  in  two  existing  state  parks.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  count  the  cost 
and  see  if  the  State  of  California  has  asked 
for  too  much  in  the  final  transaction. 

I  feel  that  the  turning  over  of  30,000  acres 
of  state  land  now  in  existing  state  parks 
must  be  balanced  by  pay  from  the  Federal 
Government  to  the  state.  This  arrangement 
would  give  the  state  an  opportunity  to  drive 
a  hard  bargain.  Governor  Reagan  is  alert  to 
this  possibility  and  may  have  requests  to  ex¬ 
change  forest  land  which  possibly  should 
not  be  traded. 

I  know  you  are  familiar  with  this  whole 
situation  and  have  asked  many  people  to  see 
what  is  involved.  But  my  attention  has  been 
called  to  the  fact  that  Governor  Reagan  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congressman  Aspinall  on  May  3 
a  letter  which  sets  forth  the  price  demanded 
by  the  State  of  California.  The  Governor’s 
letter,  plus  subsequent  conversations,  make 
it  very  clear  he  considers  trading  to  Cali¬ 
fornia  the  14,500  acres  in  the  national  for¬ 
est  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  as  an 
essential  part  of  the  state  price. 

My  fear  is  that  the  people  who  are  trying 
to  save  the  redwoods  and  want  to  create  a 
fine  national  park  might  agree  to  trade  off 
these  national  forest  lands  as  part  of  the 
price  of  getting  national  park  support  from 
the  state.  I  think  that  such  a  trade  might 
tend  to  become  a  precedent  for  other  forest 
lands  to  be  used  to  pay  for  other  national 
parks.  People  might  want  to  swap  forest 
lands  for  highways,  for  reservoirs,  or  to  pay 
off  Indian  claims,  and  it  might  cause  serious 
embarrassment  if  such  requests  should  be 
made  and  the  trades  completed. 

If  we  can  say  now  that  we  would  not  trade 
forest  lands  for  parks  of  any  kind,  then  I 
think  that  we  will  be  safer  and  the  national 
interest  would  be  protected. 

I  am  not  trying  to  say  that  this  is  a  new 
position.  A  reservoir  trade-off  proposal  was 
seriously  advanced  as  H.R.  4646  in  the  83rd 
Congress.  It  was  defeated  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  But  we  can  find  numerous  instances 
where  owners  have  been  asked  by  letter  to  be 
repaid  in  kind  for  land  needed  for  highway 
purposes. 

I  am  not  sure  if  this  letter  covers  exactly 
what  I  am  thinking.  My  main  worry  is  that 
if  national  parks  are  to  be  created,  they 
should  be  financed  from  private  gifts  and 
public  money,  but  not  by  trade. 

This  letter  has  not  been  written  to  criticize 


anybody.  I  refer  to  Governor  Reagan  only 
because  he  is  the  Governor  of  California  and 
has  a  responsibility  to  his  citizens.  His  letter 
of  May  3,  1967  to  Congressman  Wayne  Aspin¬ 
all  says : 

“We  have  developed  eight  general  prin¬ 
ciples  that  we  in  California  submit  for  your 
consideration  with  the  hope  that  they  will  be 
incorporated  into  any  final  plan  for  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park.” 

Then  Governor  Reagan  very  properly  lists 
his  eight  general  principles:  the  second 
which  is: 

“Exchange  in  fee  title  of  state  park  lands 
to  be  incorporated  into  a  national  park  for 
currently-owned  federal  lands  suitable  for 
park  and  recreational  purposes  in  our  state 
system.” 

The  third  principle  is :  - 

“Exchange  in  fee  title  of  privately-owned 
timberlands  for  like  kind  of  property  accom¬ 
plished  through  negotiation  rather  than  con¬ 
demnation.  Where  cash  transactions  are  nec¬ 
essary,  the  payment  period  for  private  prop¬ 
erty  taken  should  ideally  be  funded  in  the 
minimum  number  of  years  required  for  maxi¬ 
mum  tax  advantage.” 

I  only  suggest  to  you  that  the  new  principle 
of  exchange  can  be  harmful,  I  think,  and  I 
would  watch  it  very  carefully. 

In  1949  I  suggested  what  is  now  know  as 
the  Anderson-Mansfield  Act  by  which  I 
wanted  to  preserve  the  forests  and  protect 
them  in  any  way  I  could.  I  want  to  continue 
that  protection,  but  I  feel  that  we  could  give 
too  great  a  payment  on  an  exchange  basis. 
If  we  want  to  obtain  the  redwoods  by  trade 
we  could  make  bad  trades  and  hence  be  in¬ 
volved  in  a  worse  situation  than  in  establish¬ 
ing  these  parks. 

Let  the  park  people  come  in  with  a  pro¬ 
posal  to  acquire,  not  a  proposal  to  trade. 
We  may  have  to  shrink  the  boundaries  of 
the  park  because  purchases  could  be  too 
high.  But  we  will  be  better  off  shrinking 
the  boundaries  than  to  start  trading  forest 
land  from  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
State  of  California.  At  least  that  is  my  feel¬ 
ing,  and  I  hope  your  excellent  advisors  and 
helpers  will  count  carefully  the  entire  cost 
of  the  program.  It  is  my  desire  that  trading 
federal  forest  lands  to  states  will  not  be 
supported. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Clinton  P.  Anderson. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  question  about  this  admin¬ 
istration  being  forewarned,  the  admin¬ 
istration  was  put  on  notice  as  to  what 
would  happen  if  the  Anderson-Ellender 
amendment  was  not  agreed  to.  There  is 
no  question  about  where  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  stood,  as  I  shall  show 
from  a  letter  I  shall  have  printed  in  the 
Record  in  a  moment.  He  has  stood  four¬ 
square  in  opposition  to  this  giveaway 
and  foursquare  in  opposition  to  the 
exchange  of  land  of  little  value  in  com¬ 
parison  to  Federal  timberland  worth 
huge  sums  of  money  which  will  be  a 
bonanza  to  the  companies  that  are  se¬ 
lected,  as  special  favors,  to  receive  the 
land. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  letter 
from  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Orville 
Freeman  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]  dated  October  20,  1967, 
which  has  become  a  public  letter. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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October  20,  1967. 

Hon.  George  D.  Aiken, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Aiken:  You  will  shortly  be 
considering  S.  2516,  a  new  bill  to  establish  a 
Redwood  National  Park.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  actively  supports  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  such  a  Park. 

However,  this  Department  vigorously  and 
strongly  objects  to  the  feature  of  S.  2515 
which  would  use  National  Forest  land  as 
trading  stock  to  obtain  land  for  the  Park. 
This  commandeering  of  the  National  Forest 
land  in  the  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  is  not 
necessary  in  order  for  the  Nation  to  have  a 
Redwood  Park. 

Using  National  Forest  land  for  trading 
stock  in  this  important  case  endangers  land 
administered  by  the  Forest  Service  all  over 
the  country.  It  threatens  the  integrity  of  the 
National  Forests,  a  principle  of  long-stand¬ 
ing. 

It  would  open  the  floodgates.  Right  now, 
and  repeatedly  in  the  past,  there  have  been 
made  demands  in  other  parts  of  the  country 
that  National  Forest  lands  be  used  to  pay  for 
parks,  or  for  reservoirs,  or  for  highway  rights- 
of-way.  Any  and  every  instance  of  such  a 
taking  of  National  Forest  land  makes  the 
later  pressures  that  much  harder  to  resist. 

This  is  why  past  actions  of  Congress  have 
resoundingly  rejected  use  of  National  Forest 
land  for  this  kind  of  trade-off. 

There  are  other  reasons  for  not  appropriat¬ 
ing  these  National  Forest  lands  to  pay  for 
the  Park: 

1.  Savings  derived  from  trading  off  the  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  land  would  be  a  small  part  of 
the  total  cost  of  the  proposed  Park.  On  an 
acre-for-acre  basis,  the  "value  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  land  in  the  Purchase  Unit,  esti¬ 
mated  at  $25  million,  falls  far  short  of  the 
value  of  the  old-growth  groves  proposed  for 
inclusion  in  the  Park.  This  is  a  very  small 
sum  to  endanger  a  very  basic  principle  of 
conservation. 

2.  The  four  main  companies  involved  do 
not  need  the  limited  acreage  of  land  that 
could  be  made  available  to  them  in  order 
to  continue  operating  for  a  significant  num¬ 
ber  of  years.  The  company  that  would  experi¬ 
ence  the  greatest  impact  could  continue  at 
its  present  rate  of  operation  for  15  years  or 
longer. 

3.  A  move  to  make  these  companies  par¬ 
tially  whole  would  be  at  the  cost  of  with¬ 
drawing  supplies  now  used  by  smaller  op¬ 
erators  who  buy  the  stumpage  that  would  be 
transferred  to  the  four  larger,  stronger  com¬ 
panies.  In  recent  years,  10  operators  in  the 
area  have  used  the  timber  that  this  action 
would  turn  over  to  only  four  large  companies. 
Thus,  a  trade-off  of  land  would  not  create 
any  new  jobs.  It  would  favor  four  large  com¬ 
panies  at  the  expanse  of  10  smaller  ones. 

A  Redwood  National  Park  is  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest.  The  USDA  supports  strongly 
that  objective.  But  a  raid  on  the  National 
Forests  and  the  establishment  of  a  dangerous 
precedent  in  violation  of  long-standing, 
sound  conservation  principles  is  neither 
necessary  nor  wise. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  letter  dated  October  23, 
1967,  from  J.  W.  Penfold,  conservation 
director  IWLA,  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson], 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

October  23,  1967. 

Subject:  Redwoods  National  Park. 

Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Board  of  Direc¬ 


tors  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League,  which  rep¬ 
resents  the  Nation-wide  membership,  held  its 
regular  fall  meeting  over  the  past  weekend. 
The  Board  discussed  the  Redwoods  National 
Park  proposal  and  your  Committee  bill  S. 
2515,  one  of  the  key  conservation  issues  of 
the  90th  Congress.  Copies  of  the  bill  and  the 
Committee  Report  had  previously  been  dis¬ 
tributed. 

The  Board  was  highly  commendatory  of 
the  Committee  for  working  its  way  through 
all  the  complexities  of  the  issue  and  reach¬ 
ing  agreements  on  a  workable  plan  for  a 
worthwhile  National  Park. 

The  Board  unanimously  agreed  on  the  fol¬ 
lowing  points: 

1.  To  support  the  Committee’s  recom¬ 
mended  two-unit  Park; 

2.  To  support  full  funding  for  acquisition 
of  lands  for  the  Park; 

3.  To  oppose  use  of  the  Northern  Red¬ 
woods  Purchase  Unit  as  trading  stick  for 
lands  to  be  acquired. 

The  League  over  the  years  has  supported 
and  now  supports  land  exchanges  when  that 
serves  to  block  up  holdings,  to  achieve  more 
effective  and  efficient  administration  and 
management  or  to  eliminate  undesirable  in¬ 
holdings.  The  League  as  consistently  has  op¬ 
posed  proposals  to  use  national  forest  lands 
as  payment  in  kind  when  Federal  acquisition 
is  necessary  for  other  projects  of  broad  and 
public  interest.  The  League  does  not  believe 
that  the  choice  lies  between  a  national  park 
on  one  hand  and  national  forest  lands  on 
the  other — both  are  needed.  Rather,  the 
League  believes  that  the  Country  can  afford 
to  acquire  directly  the  lands  necessary  to 
establish  the  National  Park  approved  by  your 
Committee. 

The  League’s  opposition  to  one  provision 
of  S.  2515  in  no  way  detracts  from  our  evalu¬ 
ation  of  the  Committee’s  accomplishment  in 
reporting  out  this  important  measure. 

Sincerely  yours, 

J.  W.  Penpold, 

Conservation  Director,  IWLA. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  there  is  no 
question  that  Secretary  Freeman  and  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  have  strongly  en¬ 
dorsed  the  Anderson-Ellender  amend¬ 
ment  against  this  exchange,  holding 
many  of  the  views  that  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  expressed  yesterday  afternoon 
and  again  this  afternoon. 

This  is  a  vital  issue  in  my  State  and, 
as  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon,  I  do 
not  intend  to  sit  here  and  not  protest  this 
great  mistake  that  was  made  this  after¬ 
noon  in  the  Senate  because  it  can  affect 
my  State.  I  shall  do  everything  I  can  to 
prevent  any  adoption  of  that  precedent 
for  any  exchange  of  timberland  in  my 
State. 

In  the  past  there  have  been  some  at¬ 
tempts  to  raid  the  forests  in  Oregon  by 
giving  them  away  under  the  guise  of  ex¬ 
changes  to  selfish  lumber  interests  that 
would  like  to  mow  thenr  down,  cut,  anc 
get  out.  May  I  say  to  the  everlasting 
credit  of  the  majority  of  the  lumber  com¬ 
panies  of  my  State  that  they  have  long 
since  joined  with  those  of  us  who  support 
the  sustained  yield  program,  but  we  have 
a  few  “get-rich-quick  boys.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  5  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  we  have  s 
few  “get-rich-quick  boys”  who  would  like 
to  take  advantage  of  every  opportunity 
to  get  in,  cut  out,  and  then  get  out. 


Mr.  President,  that  is  what  the  Senate 
did  this  afternoon.  The  Senate  made  that 
opportunity  available  to  a  few  selected 
companies  in  California.  Oh,  I  know  the 
argument.  You  had  to  pay  for  the  land 
out  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 
That  is  exactly  what  the  taxpayers,  if 
they  were  sitting  in  a  jury  box,  would 
have  told  you  to  do  because  that  would 
have  brought  back  to  the  taxpayers 
something  much  greater  than  the  values 
the  Senate  gave  away  this  afternoon. 

What  we  are  building  here  was  a  great 
citadel  to  the  Lord  in  the  property  of 
the  park.  I  voted  for  the  park  in  spite 
of  the  wrong  that  was  done  this  after¬ 
noon.  The  park  is  important,  but,  Mr. 
President,  you  did  not  need  to  give  away 
the  public  interest  in  this  14,567  acres 
for  a  pittance  in  order  to  get  this  park 
because  the  taxpayers,  once  they  under¬ 
stood  the  mathematics  of  it,  would  have 
been  willing  to  pay  for  that  park,  for 
that  is  a  park  that  will  return  many 
times  its  cost  to  future  generations  of 
American  boys  and  girls  as  they  visit  it 
and  come  out  of  that  forest  better  men 
and  women  than  they  were  when  they 
went  in. 

I  say  that,  Mr.  President,  because  when, 
you  go  into  one  of  these  great  natural 
citadels  you  come  close  to  the  Creator. 
I  know  of  no  more  inspiring  church  than 
a  redwood  forest  or  a  great  Douglas-fir 
park.  That  happens  to  be  a  part  of  the 
esthetic  and  spiritual  values  that  were 
before  us.  I  do  not  like  to  see  us  start 
a  precedent  where  you  are  going  to  en¬ 
courage  selfish  lobbying  interests  to  get 
for  far  less  than  the  value  that  was  given 
them  this  afternoon  when  the  Senate 
defeated  the  Anderson-Ellender  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  am  sorry  that  I  find  it  necessary  to 
speak  as  strongly  as  I  have  spoken  this 
afternoon,  but  not  nearly  as  strongly  as 
the  facts  warrant.  I  speak,  however,  be¬ 
cause  you  can  go  back  to  the  pages  of 
the  Congressional  Record  and  you  will 
find  in  decades  gone  by  that  other  lib¬ 
erals  have  stood  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  fought  against  exactly  the  same 
type  principle  I  am  fighting  against  here 
this  afternoon.  This  conservation  fight 
is  a  fight  that  has  been  going  on  in  this 
country,  this  Congress,  and  the  Senate 
for  many  decades.  We  lost  a  round  to¬ 
day  but  I  am  satisfied  that  once  the  tax¬ 
payers,  particularly  in  the  West,  come  to 
understand  what  was  lost,  then  we  will  be 
in  a  strong  position  the  next  time  to  win 
a  victory  that  we  should  have  won  this 
afternoon  in  the  public  interest. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West. Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFtUCER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll.  \ 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll.  \ 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  carder  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  \ 

PUBLISHING  THE  HARD  TRUTHS. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
many  thoughtful  organizations  publish- 
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S.  2515 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

November  2, 1967 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 


AN  ACT 

To  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  preserve  in  their  natural 

4  setting,  for  the  inspiration  and  enjoyment  of  present  and 

5  future  generations,  remaining  virgin  and  old  growth  stands 

6  of  the  redwoods,  the  tallest  living  trees  in  the  world. 

7  Sec.  2.  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the 

8  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 

9  “Secretary”)  is  authorized  to  establish  the  Redwood  National 

10  Park  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “park”)  in  the  State 

11  of  California.  The  boundaries  of  the  park  shall  be  as  gen- 
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1  erally  depicted  on  the  drawing  numbered  NP-RED-7112, 

2  and  dated  October  1967,  which  shall  be  on  file  and  available 

3  for  public  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park 

4  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  Secretary  may 

5  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  park  from  time  to  time  by  pub- 

6  lication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  a  revised  drawing  or  other 

7  boundary  description,  but  the  total  acreage  within  the  park 

8  shall  not  be  increased  to  more  than  sixty-four  thousand  acres, 

9  exclusive  of  submerged  lands. 

10  Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  acquire  lands  or  interests 

11  therein  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  and  not  more  than 

12  ten  acres  of  land  outside  of  the  -park  boundaries  in  the  vicin- 

13  ity  of  Crescent  City,  California,  and  Orick,  California,  for 
II  two  administrative  sites  of  not  more  than  five  acres  each, 
lb  by  donation,  purchase  with  donated  or  appropriated  funds, 

10  or  exchange.  When  an  individual  tract  of  land  is  only  partly 

11  within  such  boundaries,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  all  or  any 

18  portion  of  the  land  outside  of  such  boundaries  in  order  to 

19  minimize  the  payment  of  severance  costs.  Land  so  acquired 

/  '  .i 

20  outside  of  the  park  boundaries  may  be  exchanged  by  the  Sec- 

21  retary  for  non-Federal  lands  within  the  park  boundaries. 

22  Any  land  or  interests  therein  owned  by  the  State  of  Cali- 

23  fornia  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  may  be  acquired 

24  only  by  donation.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 

25  law,  any  Federal  property  located  within  the  boundaries  of 
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1  the  park  may,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  agency  having 

2  custody  thereof,  be  transferred  without  consideration  to  the 

3  administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes 

4  of  the  park.  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  contracts  requir- 

5  ing  the  expenditure,  when  appropriated,  of  funds  authorized 

6  by  section  6  of  this  Act,  but  the  liability  of  the  United  States 

7  under  any  such  contract  shall  be  contingent  on  the  appropri- 

8  ation  of  funds  sufficient  to  fulfill  the  obligations  thereby 

9  incurred. 

10  (b)  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  property  by 

11  exchange,  the  Secretary  may  accept  title  to  any  non-Federal 

12  property  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park,  and  outside  of 

13  such  boundaries  within  the  limits  prescribed  in  subsection 

14  (a)  of  this  section.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 

15  law,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  such  property  from  the 

16  grantor  by  exchange  for  any  federally  owned  property  under 

17  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  Cali- 

18  fomia,  except  property  needed  for  public  use  and  manage- 

19  ment,  which  he  classifies  as  suitable  for  exchange  or  other 

20  disposal,  or  any  federally  owned  property  he  may  designate 

21  within  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  in  Del  Norte 

22  County,  California.  The  values  of  the  properties  so  exchanged 

23  either  shall  be  approximately  equal,  or  if  they  are  not  ap- 

24  proximately  equal  the  value  shall  be  equalized  by  the 
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payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  to  the  Secretary  as  the 
circumstances  require.  Through  the  exercise  of  his  exchange 
authority,  the  Secretary  shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  mini¬ 
mize  economic  dislocation  and  the  disruption  of  the  grantor’s 
commercial  operations. 

(c)  The  owner  of  land  acquired  with  monetary  con¬ 
sideration  and  the  Secretary  may  agree  that  the  purchase 
price  will  be  paid  in  periodic  installments  over  a  period 
that  does  not  exceed  ten  years,  with  interest  on  unpaid 
balances  at  a  rate  not  in  excess  of  the  current  average  market 
yield  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United 
States  with  remaining  periods  to  maturity  comparable  to  the 
average  maturities  on  the  installments. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Any  owner  or  owners  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  .to  as  “owner”)  of  improved  property  on  the 
date  of  its  acquisition  by  the  Secretary  may,  as  a  condition 
of  such  acquisition,  retain  for  themselves  and  their  successors 
or  assigns  a  right  of  use  and  occupancy  of  the  improved 
property  for  noncommercial  residential  purposes  for  a  def¬ 
inite  term  not  to  exceed  twenty-five  years,  or,  in  lieu  thereof, 
for  a  term  ending  at  the  death  of  the  owner,  or  the  death 
of  his  spouse,  whichever  is  the  later.  The  owner  shall  elect 
the  term  to  be  reserved.  The  Secretary  shall  pay  to  the 
owner  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  on  the  date  of 
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1  such  acquisition  less  the  fair  market  value  on  such  date  of 

2  the  right  retained  by  the  owner. 

3  (b)  A  right  of  use  and  occupancy  retained  pursuant  to 

4  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  termination  by  the  Secretary 

5  upon  his  determination  that  such  use  and  occupancy  is  being 

6  exercised  in  a  manner  not  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 

7  this  Act,  and,  upon  tender  to  the  holder  of  the  right  an 

8  amount  equal  to  the  fair  market  value  of  that  portion  of  the 

9  right  which  remains  unexpired,  such  right  of  use  and  oc- 

10  cupancy  shall  terminate  by  operation  of  law. 

11  (c)  The  term  ‘Improved  property”,  as  used  in  this  sec- 

12  tion,  shall  mean  a  detached,  noncommercial  residential 

13  dwelling,  the  construction  of  which  was  begun  before  Octo- 

14  ber  9,  1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the  land  on  which  the 

15  dwelling  is  situated,  the  said  land  being  in  the  same  owner- 

16  ship  as  the  dwelling,  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate  to  be 

17  reasonably  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  dwelling  for 

18  the  sole  purpose  of  noncommercial  residential  use,  together 

19  with  any  structures  accessory  to  the  dwelling  which  are  situ- 

20  ated  on  the  land  so  designated. 

21  Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  park  in  ac- 

22  cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  1916 

23  (39  Stat.  535;  16  U.S.O.  1-4),  as  amended  and  supple- 

24  mented. 


6 


1  Sec.  6.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

2  $100,000,000  for  land  acquisition  to  carry  out  the  provisions 

3  of  this  Act. 

Passed  the  Senate  November  1,  1967. 

n  Attest:  PKANCIS  R.  VALEO, 

Secretary. 
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ITTON  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Anderson  spoke  in  support  of  his  bill  to  prohibit  the 
importation  into  this  country  of  extra- long- staple  cotton  from  countries 
tha^have  broken  off  diplomatic  relations  with  the  United  States,/  pp. 

S789! 

16.  ORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Javits  inserted  a  statement  by  Gov.  Nelsoji'  A.  Rockefeller 

on  the  organization  of  government  and  on  intergovernmental  -relations,  pp, 
S7894-5 

17.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  \Sen.  Mondale  inserted  testimony  of  members  of  the  Emergency 

Committee  for  American  Trade  expressing  their  "views  An  trade  quotas,  agree¬ 
ments  res  trie  tingNiraports  across-the-board  to  certain  percentages  of  domestic 
consumption,  and  special  import  taxes."  pp.  S7900/1 

18.  HIGHWAYS.  Began  consideration  of  S.  3418,  the  highway  authorization  bill 

(p.  S7938),  and  made  it  pending  business  (p.  S7939).  The  bill  was  reported 
earlier  by  the  Public  Worfo^  Committee  with  ^ifiendments  (S.  Rept.  1340)  (p. 
S7838) . 

19.  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION.  Sen\  Byrd,  W/Va.,  inserted  a  statement  by  Sen. 

Williams,  N.  J.,  expressing  pleasure  over  the  passage  of  the  proposed  Voca¬ 
tional  Rehabilitation  Amendments  of  1-968.  pp.  S7938-39 

20.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Byrd,  W/  V^s.,  announced  that  following  action 

Mon.  on  the  highway  authorization  bill\the  Senate  will  consider  the  nationwide 
system  of  trails  bill,  and  on  Tues.  the  osmibus  rivers  and  harbors  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  and  the  vessel  pollution  contro\bill.  p.  S7938 


21.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  July 


p.  S7939 


HOUSE 

22.  CONSERVATION.  Pursuant  to  previous  agreement  (June '27 )  the  conference  report 
on  S.  1401,  to  amend  the  Land  and  Water  ConservationSFund  Act  of  1965  (H, 
Rept.  1598),  was  Submitted,  pp.  H5797-8 

23.  REDWOOD  PARK.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report 

f(but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  2515,  to  establish  Redwood  National  Park, 
Calif,  p.  D619 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


DUSTRY.  Sen.  Randolph  inserted  an  article  on  small  companies  and 
s  that  have  helped  to  strengthen  West  Virginia's  economy.  He  a'  so 


RURAL 
pla 

mepfiioned  a  number  of  well-known  industries  that  have  recently  establ 
ill  plants  and  factories  in  his  State.  p.  E5975 


25y/TAXATION.  Rep.  Roybal  spoke  against  the  revenue-expenditure  control  package. 
/  p.  E5975 
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26, 


27, 


29, 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


\ 


TRANSPORTATION.  S.  3704  by  Sen.  Magnuson,  to  amend  section  212(B)  of  the 
Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  as  amended,  to  provide  for  the  continuation  of 
authority  to  develop  American-f lag  carriers  and  promote  the  foreign  commerce 
of  the  United  States  through  the  use  of  mobile  trade  fairs;  to/Commerce 
Commit tee\  Remarks  of  author  pp.  S7841-2 


VEHICLE  SAFETYS.  S.  3705  by  Sen.  Magnuson,  to  repeal  Publi< 
Commerce  Committee.  Remarks  of  author  p.  S7842 


Law  88-515;  to 


28.  BUILDINGS.  S.  3706^by  Sen.  Jordan,  N.  C.,  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act 


of  1959,  as  amended\  to  provide  for  financing  the  acquisition,  construction, 


alteration,  maintenance,  operation,  and  protection/of  public  building;  to 


Public  Works  Committee; 


EXTENSION  SERVICE.  S.  3709,  by  Sen.  Fong,  to 
permit  sums  received  thereihader  to  be  invesl 


*end  the  First  Morrill  Act  to 
id  as  the  State  legislatures 


may  prescribe;  to  Agriculture  and  Fores try/Commi ttee. 


30.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  S.  3710  by  Sen.  Randolph, Authorizing  the  construction,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation, 
flood  control;  to  be  placed  on  the\:a4endar. 


BILLS  APPROVE!/  BY  'THE  PRESIDENT 


31.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  S.  2276,  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act  to  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  upon  request  of  the  local 
organization,  to  contract  for  the  construction  of  works  of  improvement. 
Approved  June  27,  1968  (Pqolic  Law  90-361). 


32.  PEACE  CORPS.  S.  2914, 
1969.  Approved  June 


authorize  funds  for  the&Peace  Corps  for  fiscal  year 
,  1968  (Public  Law  90-362)\^  ( 


33.  TAXATION;  EXPENDITURE;  PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  15414,  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 

Control  Act  of  19^8.  Approved  June  28,  1968  (Public  Lay  90-364).  See  Digest 
106  for  provisions. 


ce  of  certain 
3). 


34.  HOLIDAYS.  H./ft.  15951,  to  provide  for  uniform  annual  observ 
holidays  oq/Mondays.  Approved  June  28,  1968  (Public  Law  90- 

/  o 

COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  JULY  1: 

Poultry  insj^ction,  S.  Agriculture  (Leonard,  C&MS,  to  testify).  . 

Clarify  certain  transportation  exemptions  under  ICA,  H.  Interstate  (Dice' 
C&MS, /to  testify). 

FHA  loans,  H.  Agriculture  (Baker  and  Bertsch  to  testify)  (exec). 
Dairy/indemnity  payments,  H.  Agriculture  (Adams,  ASCS,  to  testify)  (exec). 
Tariff  and  trade  proposals,  H.  Ways  &  Means. 

Second  supplemental  appropriations,  conferees  (exec). 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  voted  to  report  dairy  ind* 
bills.  House  committea/reported  scenic 

wide  trails  bills.  Hamse  committee  reported  FHA  loan  bilK  House  received  Public 
Law  480  conference  report.  House  passed  road  authorizationNbil 1 .  House  subcommittee 
voted  to  report  co/op  tax  exemption  bill.  Rep.  Arends  statecHjE armer  is  "forgotten 

man . 1 1 


SENATE 


1.  DA1RY4'  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  dsM  not 
dually  report)  S.  3638,  to  extend  the  authority  for  indemnity  payments 
dairy  farmers  who  are  directed  to  remove  their  milk  from  markets  because 
'contains  certain  chemical  residues.  p.  D637 


-2-  ' 


\  .. 


GRAINS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.R.  15794,  to  amend  the  laws  relating  to  the  inspection  anc 
■ading  of  grain,  p.  D638 


3.  LOANSs.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  net 
actually  report)  H.R.  15562,  to  extend  the  act  which  authorizes  loans  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  leasehold  interests  in  Hawaii,  pp.  D637- 


4.  RECREATION X  Passed  as  reported  H.R.  9098,  to  revise  the  boundaries/of  the 

Badlands  Nacdonal  Monument  in  S.  Dak.  The  bill  provides  for  transfer  to  Inte¬ 
rior  of  about.  253,000  acres  of  gunnery  range  lands  declared  excess  to  the 
needs  of  the  Air  Force.  pp.  S8167-8 


5.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3575,  to  authorizor  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  engage  in  feasibility  investgations  of  certain  water  resource 
developments.  p.  S8h66 


6.  EMPLOYMENT.  Agreed  to  H.\  Con.  Res.  705,  to  express  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
employment  opportunities  should  be  made  available  Lo  veterans  who  return  from 
military  "service  in  Vietnan\and  elsewhere,  pp.  S#165-6 


( 


7.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  arVd  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  plans  for  worlX^  of  improvement  on  certain  watershed  projects, 
p.  D638 


8.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  July  8.  p.  S8; 


HO  USj 


9.  HIGHWAYS.  Passed  with  amendment  S./3418,  bhe  highway  authorization  bill 
(pp.  H5958-96)  .  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Reps.  McCarthy  and  Cramer  "to 
prevent  Federal  control  over  lineal  parks  andyrecreation  areas  in  the  future" 
(pp.  H5960-63).  Rejected  a  mexion  by  Rep.  SclXengel  to  recommit  the  bill 
(p.  H5980) .  H.  R.  17134,  ayGimilar  bill  passed Xarlier  with  amendments  was 
tabled. 


10.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  viCith  amendments  H.R.  18188,  the  Transportation  Depart¬ 
ment  appropriation  bibl  (pp.  H5996-6018)  .  Rejected  a\jotion  by  Rep.  Gross 
to  recommit  the  bill/xp.  H6018) 


c 


11.  SCENIC  RIVERS;  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK;  TRAILS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  reported  w'thnut  amendment  H..44. — lBg-60^ — t-o-.pr-ov-id-a -for  a  national 


!acani-c  rivoro — oyotem  (H. — Rept. — 1623)  ;  with  amendment  S.  2515,hto  authorize 
the  establishment  of  Redwood  National  Park  (H.  Rept.  1630)  ;|  an(j\with  amendment 
H.R.  4865,  f.o  establish  a  nationwide  system  of  trails  (H...  Rept  l\3l).  p.  H6047 


WILDLIFE  ^TECHNICAL  SERVICES.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  resolutions  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  11618,  to  prevent  the  importation  of  endangered  species 
of  fi/sh  or  wildlife  into  the  United  States,  to  prevent  the  interstate  shipment 
of  Reptiles,  amphibians,  and  other  wildlife  taken  contrary  to  State  law\and 
HyR.  16824,  to  extend  for  an  additional  year  the  authorization  of  appropriations 
Inder  the  State  Technical  Services  Act  of  1965.  p.  H6047 
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90th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  Session  )  (No.  1630 


AUTHORIZING  THE  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  THE  REDWOOD 
NATIONAL  PARK  IN  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA,  AND 
FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES 


July  3,  1968. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Aspinall,  from  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

together  with 

SUPPLEMENTAL  AND  ADDITIONAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  S.  2515] 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  to  whom  was  re¬ 
ferred  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood 
National  Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  following  new 
language: 

That  in  order  to  preserve  significant  examples  of  the  primeval  coastal  redwood 
(Sequoia  sempervirens)  forests  and  the  streams  and  seashores  with  which  they 
are  associated  for  purposes  of  public  inspiration,  enjoyment  and  scientific  study, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  establish  an  area  to  be  known  as  the 
Redwood  National  Park  in  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties,  California. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  area  to  be  included  within  the  Redwood  National  Park  is  that 
generally  depicted  on  the  map  entitled  “Proposed  Redwood  National  Park,” 
numbered  NP-RED-7113,  and  dated  June  1968,  copies  of  which  map  shall  be 
kept  available  for  public  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park  Service, 
Department  of  the  Interior,  and  shall  be  filed  with  appropriate  officers  of  Del 
Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties.  The  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time,  with  a 
view  to  carrying  out  the  purpose  of  this  Act  and  with  particular  attention  to 
minimizing  siltation  of  the  streams,  damage  to  the  timber,  and  assuring  the  pres¬ 
ervation  of  the  scenery  within  the  boundaries  of  the  national  park  and  seashore 
as  depicted  on  said  map,  modify  said  boundaries,  giving  notice  of  any  changes 
involved  therein  by  publication  of  a  revised  drawing  or  boundary  description  in 
the  Federal  Register  and  by  filing  said  revision  with  the  officers  with  whom  the 
original  map  was  filed,  but  the  acreage  within  said  park  shall  at  no  time  exceed 
28,500  acres,  exclusive  of  submerged  lands. 
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(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  park  and  seashore  shall  not  include  existing  State  highways  but  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  cooperate  with  appropriate  officials  of  the  State  of 
California  and  of  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties  in  patrolling  and  maintaining 
such  roads  and  highways. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  lands  and  interests  in  land 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  and,  in  addition  thereto,  not 
more  than  ten  acres  outside  of  those  boundaries  for  an  administrative  site  or  sites. 
Such  acquisition  may  be  by  donation,  purchase  with  appropriated  or  donated 
funds,  exchange,  or  otherwise,  but  lands  and  interests  in  land  owned  by  the  State 
of  California  may  be  acquired  only  by  donation,  and  no  other  lands  or  interests  in 
land  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  shall  be  acquired  until  said  State  has 
conveyed  or  agreed  to  convey  the  lands  owned  by  it  therein  to  the  United  States 
for  the  purpose  of  this  Act.  If  any  individual  tract  or  parcel  of  land  to  be  acquired 
is  partly  inside  and  partly  outside  said  boundaries,  the  Secretary  may,  in  order  to 
minimize  the  payment  of  severance  damages,  acquire  the  whole  of  the  tract  or 
parcel,  exchange  that  part  of  it  which  is  outside  the  boundaries  for  land  or  in¬ 
terests  in  land  inside  the  boundaries  or  for  other  land  or  interests  in  land  to  be 
acquired  pursuant  to  this  Act,  and  dispose  of  so  much  thereof  as  is  not  so  utilized 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Service  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  377),  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.).  The  cost  of 
any  land  so  acquired  and  disposed  of  shall  not  be  charged  against  the  limitation  on 
authorized  appropriations  contained  in  section  10  of  this  Act. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  to  acquire,  as  provided  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section,  lands  and  interests  in  land  bordering  both  sides  of  the  highway 
between  the  present  southern  boundary  of  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park 
and  a  point  on  Redwood  Creek  near  the  town  of  Orick  to  a  depth  sufficient  to 
maintain  or  to  restore  a  screen  of  trees  between  the  highway  and  the  land  behind 
the  screen  and  the  activities  conducted  thereon. 

(c)  In  order  to  afford  as  full  protection  as  is  reasonably  possible  to  the  timber, 
soil  and  streams  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park,  the  Secretary  is  authorized, 
by  any  of  the  means  set  out  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  to  acquire  interests 
in  land  from,  and  to  enter  into  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  with,  the 
owners  of  land  on  the  periphery  of  the  park  and  on  watersheds  tributary  to 
streams  within  the  park  designed  to  assure  that  the  consequences  of  forestry 
management,  timbering,  land  use  and  soil  conservation  practices  conducted 
thereon,  or  of  the  lack  of  such  practices,  will  not  adversely  affect  the  timber,  soil 
and  stream  within  the  park  as  aforesaid.  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term 
“interests  in  land”  does  not  include  fee  title  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
cost  of  a  necessary  less-than-fee  interest  would  be  disproportionately  high  as 
compared  with  the  estimated  cost  of  the  fee.  No  acquisition  shall  be  effectuated 
except  by  donation  and  no  contract  or  cooperative  agreement  shall  be  executed 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  until  sixty  days 
after  he  has  notified  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  his  intended  action  and  of  the  costs  and  benefits  to  the  United 
States  involved  therein. 

(d)  Upon  agreement  by  the  State  of  California  to  administer  the  same  as  a 
part  of  its  State  park  system,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire,  by  any  of  the 
means  set  out  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  tract  of  land  comprising  ap¬ 
proximately  390  acres,  in  sections  5,  8  and  9,  township  1  N,  range  2  E,  which  is 
frequently  referred  to  as  the  Van  Duzen  grove  and,  upon  request  of  the  State,  to 
transfer  title  to  said  tract  to  it.  Said  title  shall  revert  to  the  United  States  if  the 
State  fails  or  ceases  to  administer  the  land  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes 
or  if  it  attempts  to  transfer  the  title  to  any  third  party  for  any  purpose. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Improved  property  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  shall  not  be  subject  to  condemnation  as  long  as  it  conforms  to  zoning  bylaws 
established  by  the  county  in  which  the  property  is  situated,  which  bylaws  con¬ 
form  to  standards  set  by  the  Secretary.  Such  bylaws  shall  be  designed  among 
other  things,  (i)  to  permit  only  such  minor  improvements  on  the  property  as  are 
compatible  with  the  purpose  of  the  park  and  seashore  and  (ii)  to  promote  the 
purpose  of  the  park  and  seashore  by  establishing  acreage  limits,  frontage  and 
set-back  requirements,  and  procedures  for  giving  public  notice  of  zoning,  vari¬ 
ances,  and  exceptions. 

(b)  The  owner  of  improved  property  on  the  date  of  its  acquisition  by  the 
Secretary  under  this  Act  may,  as  a  condition  of  such  acquisition,  retain  for  himself 
and  his  heirs  and  assigns  a  right  of  use  and  occupancy  of  the  improved  property  for 
noncommercial  residential  purposes  for  a  definite  term  of  not  more  than  twenty- 
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five  years  or,  in  lieu  thereof,  for  a  term  ending  at  the  death  of  the  owner  or  the 
death  of  his  spouse,  whichever  islater.  The  owner  shall  elect  the  term  to  be  reserved. 
Unless  the  property  is  wholly  or  partially  donated  to  the  United  States,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  pay  the  owner  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  on  the  date  of 
acquisition  minus  the  fair  market  value  on  that  date  of  the  right  retained  by  the 
owner.  A  tight  retained  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  termination  by 
the  Secretary  upon  his  determination  that  it  is  being  exercised  in  a  manner  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  purpose  of  this  Act,  and  it  shall  terminate  by  operation  of  law 
upon  the  Secretary’s  notifying  the  holder  of  the  right  of  such  determination  and 
tendering  to  him  an  amount  equal  to  the  fair  market  value  of  that  portion  of  the 
right  which  remains  unexpired. 

(c)  The  term  “improved  property”,  as  used  in  this  section,  means  a  detached, 
noncommercial  residential  dwelling,  the  construction  of  which  was  begun  before 
October  9,  1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the  land  on  which  the  dwelling  is 
situated,  the  said  land  being  in  the  same  ownership  as  the  dwelling,  as  the 
Secretary  shall  designate  to  be  reasonably  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
dwelling  for  the  sole  purpose  of  noncommercial  residential  use,  together  with  any 
structures  accessory  to  the  dwelling  which  are  situated  on  the  land  so  designated. 

Sec.  5.  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  lands  and  interests  in  land  by 
exchange  under  this  Act,  the  Secretary  may  accept  title  to  non-Federal  property 
and  transfer  to  the  grantor  any  Federally-owned  property  under  his  jurisdiction 
in  the  State  of  California,  except  property  needed  for  public  use  and  management, 
which  he  classifies  as  suitable  for  exchange  or  other  disposal.  The  values  of  the 
properties  so  exchanged  either  shall  be  approximately  equal  or,  if  they  are  not 
approximately  equal,  shall  be  equalized  by  the  payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor 
or  to  the  Secretary  as  the  circumstances  require. 

Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  any  Federal  property 
located  within  any  of  the  areas  described  in  sections  2  and  3  of  this  Act  may, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  head  of  the  agency  having  custody  thereof,  be 
transferred  without  consideration  to  the  administrative  jurisdiction  of  the 
Secretary  for  use  by  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall 
have  the  same  authority  with  respect  to  contracts  for  the  acquisition  of  land 
and  interests  in  land  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  was  given  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  for  other  land  acquisitions  by  section  34  of  the  Act  of  May  30, 
1908  (35  Stat.  545,  40  U.S.C.  261),  and  the  Secretary  and  the  owner  of  land  to 
be  acquired  under  this  Act  may  agree  that  the  purchase  price  will  be  paid  in 
periodic  installments  over  a  period  that  does  not  exceed  ten  years,  with  interest 
on  the  unpaid  balance  thereof  at  a  rate  which  is  not  in  excess  of  the  current 
average  market  yield  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States 
with  remaining  periods  to  maturity  comparable  to  the  average  maturities  on  the 
installments. 

(b)  Judgments  against  the  United  States  for  amounts  in  excess  of  the  deposit 
in  court  made  in  condemnation  actions  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
section  1302  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1956  (70  Stat.  694),  as  amended  (31  U.S.C. 
724a)  and  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  979),  as  amended  (28  U.S.C.  2414, 
2517). 

Sec.  8.  The  present  practice  of  the  California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recrea¬ 
tion  of  maintaining  memorial  groves  of  redwood  trees  named  for  benefactors  of  the 
State  redwood  parks  shall  be  continued  by  the  Secretary  in  the  Redwood  National 
Park. 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  1916  (39  Stat.  535,  16  U.S.C. 
1-4),  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Sec.  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  more  than  $56,750,- 
000  for  acquisition  of  lands  and  interests  in  land  pursuant  to  section  3,  of  this  Act 
and  not  more  than  $10,000,000  for  necessary  developments  within  the  Redwood: 
National  Park. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read : 

A  bill  to  establish  a  Redwood  National  Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for 
other  purposes. 
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PURPOSE 


The  principal  purpose  of  S.  2515,  both  as  it  came  to  the  House  from 
the  Senate  and  in  the  form  in  which  the  committee  recommends  it  be 
amended,  is  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  northern  part  of  the  State  of  California. 

In  addition  to  S.  2515  the  committee  had  before  it  the  48  House 
bills  listed  below.1  Hearings  on  the  various  proposals  to  establish  a 
Redwood  National  Park  were  held  in  Washington  on  June  27,  28,  and 
29  and  July  12  and  19,  1967 ;  in  Crescent  City,  Calif.,  on  April  16,  1968; 
in  Eureka,  Calif.,  on  April  18,  1968;  and  in  Washington  on  May  20, 
21,  and  22,  1968.  Before  and  during  the  hearings  in  California,  a  large 
number  of  members  of  the  committee  inspected  most  of  the  areas 
involved  in  these  bills. 

NEED 


Various  estimates  of  the  size  of  the  area  covered  by  coastal  redwood 
forests  before  white  men  came  to  the  California  shores  have  been  made. 
They  range  as  high  as  2,000,000  acres  along  a  500-mile  strip  near  the 
coast.  Whatever  the  precise  figure  may  have  been,  it  is  clear  that  the 
original  stock  of  Sequoia  sempervirens — a  close  relative  of  but  a  dif¬ 
ferent  species  from  Sequoia  qigantea — has  very  much  dwindled.  At 
present  there  are  only  about  300,000  acres  in  solid  blocks  of  primeval 
redwood  forest.  Most  of  the  remaining  acreage  has  been  cut  and  is 
now  either  in  varying  stages  of  regrowth,  often  mixed  with  other 
species,  or  has  been  converted  to  other  uses.  The  average  age  of  the 
old-growth  trees  that  remain  is  800  years,  but  some  are  known  to  be  as 
old  as  2,200  years.  The  tallest  of  them  has  a  height  of  about  370  feet 
and  their  average  diameter  at  the  base  runs  from  12  to  16  feet.  Looked 
at  individually,  they  are  impressive;  looked  at  from  a  distance  a 
redwood  forest  is  a  magnificent  sight. 

One  of  the  great  purposes  of  our  National  Park  System  is  to  preserve 
outstanding  examples  of  nature  in  America— to  preserve,  as  someone 
once  said,  the  “crown  jewels”  of  the  country — for  the  benefit  of  all 
Americans,  present  and  future.  Representative  samples  of  the  re¬ 
maining  primeval  redwood  forest  are  obviously  a  fit  subject  for 
preservation  in  the  system,  as  members  of  the  committee  who  visited 
the  area  can  attest.  They  will,  in  the  judgment  of  the  committee, 
serve  a  more  permanently  usefid  purpose  this  way  than  they  will  if 
they  are  converted  to  paneling  and  siding,  made  into  outdoor  furniture, 
or  cut  into  picket  fences,  valuable  as  the  wood  is  for  all  these  purposes. 

To  say  this  is  not  to  imply  that  no  samples  of  the  redwood  forests 
will  be  saved  unless  they  are  incorporated  into  the  National  Park 
System.  The  State  of  California  and  the  Save-the-Redwoods  League 
have  done  yeoman  service  in  acquiring  redwood  land  and  incorporating 
it  into  the  California  State  park  system.  Indeed,  there  are  about 
50,000  acres  of  old-growth  redwoods  in  21  units  of  that  system  with 


i  H.R.  1311  (Saylor),  H.R.  2849  (Cohelan),  II. R.  2850  (Anderson  of  Tennessee),  H.R.  2851  (Bingham) 
IX. R.  2852,  (Brown  of  California),  H.R.  2853  (Conyers),  H.R.  2854  (Daniels),  H.R.  2855  (Dingell),  H.r! 
2856  (Dow),  H.R.  2857  (Edwards  of  California),  H.R.  2858  (Fraser),  H.R.  2859  (Fulton  of  Tennessee) 
H.R.  2860  (Gallagher),  H.R.  2861  (Helstoski),  H.R.  2862  (Holifleld),  H.R.  2863  (Karth),  II. R.  2864  (Mc¬ 
Carthy),  H.R.  2865  (Minish),  II.R.  2866  (Moorhead),  H.R.  2867  (Moss),  H.R.  2868  (Nedzi),  H.R.  2869 
(O’Hara  of  Illinois),  H.R.  2870  (O’Hara  of  Michigan),  H.R.  2871  (Olsen),  H.R.  2872  (Ottinger),  H.R.  2873 
(Pepper),  H.R.  2874  (Resnick),  H.R.  2875  (Reuss),  H.R.  2876  (Rodino),  H.R.  2877  (Scheuer),  H.R.  2878 
(Thompson  of  New  Jersey),  H.R.  2879  (Tunney),  H.R.  2880  (Van  Deerlin),  H.R.  2881  (Waldie),  H.R. 
2882  (Charles  H.  Wilson),  H.R.  3052  (William  D.  Ford),  H.R.  5036  (Burton  of  California),  H.R.  5483  (Reid 
of  New  York),  H.R.  7742  (Don  H.  Clausen),  H.R.  8384  (Hunt),  H.R.  8776  (Eilberg),  H.R.  10951  (Aspinall 
by  request),  H.R.  11070  (O’Neill  of  Massachusetts),  H.R.  11105  (Boland),  H.R.  11185  (Pliilbin),  H.R.’ 
13508  (Hosmer),  H.R.  15431  (Leggett),  H.R.  16536  (Burton  of  California). 
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acreages  ranging  from  as  much  as  20,000  in  Humboldt  Redwoods 
State  Park  to  10  in  the  Standish-Hickey  State  Recreation  Area.  The 
facts  remain,  however,  that  a  good  deal  more  acreage  than  is  in  the 
State  parks  deserves  to  be  set  aside,  that  the  redwoods  (like  many 
other  outstanding  natural  phenomena)  are  properly  of  concern  to  the 
people  of  the  whole  country,  and  that  the  cost  of  saving  additional 
redwood  acreage  should,  therefore,  be  borne  by  the  country  at  large. 

A  VARIETY  OF  APPROACHES 

The  bills  before  the  committee  varied  greatly  in  the  size  of  the  parks 
they  proposed,  their  location,  and  the  old-growth  acreage  that  would 
be  added  to  what  is  in  those  State  parks  that  are  proposed  to  be 
included  within  the  boundaries  of  the  national  park.  The  largest  of  the 
proposals  (H.R.  2849)  called  for  a  91,000-acre  park  in  Humboldt 
County  and  included  32,000  acres  of  old  growth  that  are  not  now  in 
State  parks;  the  Administration  proposal  (H.R.  10951)  for  a  37, 000- 
acre  park  almost  entirely  in  Del  Norte  County,  including  9,190  acres 
of  additional  old  growth;  the  Senate  bill  as  it  came  to  the  House  for  a 
61,600-acre  park  in  both  counties  with  12,090  acres  of  additional 
growth;  and  the  redwoods-to-the-sea  proposal  (H.R.  7742)  for  a 
53,000-acre  park  in  both  counties  with  1,500  acres  of  additional  old 
growth. 

The  committee  amendment  recommends  a  park  of  approximately 
28,400  acres  in  the  two  counties  and  includes  an  estimated  18,500 
acres,  more  or  less,  of  additional  old  growth.  The  principal  units  of  the 
committee  plan,  from  north  to  south,  are  these: 


Total  Old  growth 
acreage  acreage 


Del  Norte  Coast  State  Park _ 6,375  2,600 

Coastal  strip,  Del  Norte  State  Park-Klamath  River _  _  660  _ L  _ 

Coastal  strips,  Klamath  River-Prairie  Creek  State  Park  and  along  coast  to  south  of  Prairie 

Creek  State  Park _ 1,474  200 

Prairie  Creek  State  Park _ _ 12,112  10,500 

Redwood  Creek  Corridor,  i  icluding  Tall  Trees  area  and  Emerald  Mile  _  _  4  946  3,380 

Uplands  adjacent  to  Emerald  Mile _  2,791  1,780 


While  this  is  considerably  smaller  than  many  proponents  of  a  Red- 
|Wood  National  Park  desire,  it  is  the  belief  of  the  committee  that  it 
is  sufficient  to  insure  preservation  of  the  species  and,  taken  with 
other  features  of  the  bill,  to  be  worthy  of  inclusion  in  the  National 
Park  System.  It  is,  at  the  same  time,  not  so  large  that  it  will  disrupt 
the  economy  of  the  area  in  which  the  park  is  located  or  cause  undue 
hardship  to  those  whose  livelihood  depends  on  continued  employment 
in  the  forests  of  the  region. 

ADDITIONAL  FEATURES  OF  COMMITTEE  PLAN 

The  redwoods  themselves  are  obviously  the  heart  of  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  proposed  new  national  park,  but  the  plan  evolved  by  the 
committee  has  several  other  features  to  which  attention  should  be 
drawn. 

First  and  most  important  is  the  length  of  the  seacoast  which  the 
park  will  include.  These  24  miles  of  rugged  coastline  deserve  to  be 
considered  in  their  own  right.  They  will  add  a  variety  and  an  attrac¬ 
tiveness  to  the  park  that  will  appeal  to  many  of  those  who  visit  it. 
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In  addition,  the  Committee  amendment  calls  for  and  authorizes 
the  creation  of  a  buffer  zone  around  the  park  in  order  to  protect 
the  trees  and  the  streams  within  it.  The  Committee  listened  with 
much  sympathy  to  proposals  for  the  inclusion  of  at  least  one  entire 
watershed  within  the  park — perhpas  Mill  Creek,  as  proposed  in  the 
Administration  bill,  or  Redwood  Creek,  as  proposed  in  the  Sierra 
Chib  bill,  or  some  other — but  found  the  proposals  infeasible  because 
of  the  cost  involved  and  because  of  the  severe  effects  carrying  them 
out  would  have  on  the  local  economy.  It  recognizes,  however,  that 
damage  may  be  caused  to  the  margins  of  every  park,  however  large 
or  small  it  may  be,  by  acts  performed  on  land  outside  those  boundaries 
and  that  the  streams  within  a  park,  whatever  its  boundaries,  may 
likewise  be  damaged  if  the  land  on  the  watershed  above  them  is  per¬ 
mitted  to  erode.  The  trees  along  the  margin,  for  instance,  may  be 
subject  to  blowdown  if  clear  cutting  occurs  right  up  to  the  property 
line,  and  the  streams  within  the  park  may  be  heavily  silted  if  proper 
soil  conservation  practices  are  not  maintained  upstream.  It  is  for 
such  reasons  as  these  that  the  Committee  wrote  into  its  amendment  a 
new  section  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  negotiate 
agreements  with  the  owners  of  adjacent  lands  and  of  lands  on  water¬ 
sheds  tributary  to  the  park  and,  if  necessary,  to  acquire  interests 
in  their  lands  which,  while  allowing  selective  logging,  for  instance, 
to  go  forward  will  require  the  land  owner  to  follow  practices  that  will, 
as  far  as  possible,  protect  the  trees,  soil  and  streams  within  the  park. 
Because  the  power  conferred  by  this  section  of  the  bill  is  necessarily 
very  broad  and  is  in  a  field  with  which  the  Committee  has  had  no 
previous  experience,  there  is  provision  that  no  cooperative  agreement 
or  contract  shall  be  entered  into  and  no  interest  in  land  shall  be 
acquired  under  its  authority  until  60  days  after  the  Secretary  has 
reported  thereon  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the  President  of 
the  Senate. 

A  third  feature  of  the  amended  bill  is  its  inclusion  of  a  provision  for 
the  establishment  of  a  4-mile  scenic  corridor  along  Route  101  between 
the  southern  boundary  of  Prairie  Creek  State  Park  and  the  town  of 
Oriek.  This  heavily  traveled  highway  bisects  or  borders  on  much  of 
the  land  within  the  Committee’s  proposed  Redwood  National  Park. 
Its  immediate  surroundings  between  Redwood  Creek  and  the  State 
Park  deserve  to  be  retained  in,  or  restored  to,  a  condition  similar  to^ 
that  of  the  park  proper.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  Committee  that  sufficient^ 
land  be  acquired  immediately  adjacent  to  and  on  both  sides  of  this 
part  of  the  Route  101  right-of-way  to  screen  the  highway  fiom  un¬ 
sightly  structures  and  activities  on  the  land  behind  the  screen. 

Finally,  the  Committee  plan  calls  for  the  acquisition  of  approxi¬ 
mately  390  acres  of  redwood  land  on  Van  Duzen  Creek  about  50  miles  j 
south  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  if  the  State  agrees  to  administer 
it  for  park  purposes.  Much  of  this  land  is  in  a  redwood  grove  of  superla¬ 
tive  quality;  it  has  been  held  for  many  years  for  conversion  to  public  : 
ownership.  Although  this  tract  is  so  located  that  it  cannot  conveniently 
be  administered  as  a  unit  of  the  Redwood  National  Park,  it  is  the 
Committee’s  belief  that  it  can  readily  be  administered  by  the  State 
in  connection  with  its  Grizzly  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park  which  is 
located  nearby  and  the  bill,  accordingly,  makes  provision  for  its  trans-  Ij 
fer  to  the  State  for  administration  as  part  of  the  State  park  system  if 
request  therefor  is  made. 


STATE  PARKS  IN  THE  NATIONAL  PARK 


All  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  bills  that  have  been  introduced 
call  for  the  inclusion  of  one  or  more  of  the  three  State  parks  in  the 
area — Jedediah  Smith,  Del  Norte  Coast,  and  Prairie  Creek — within 
the  boundaries  of  the  national  park.  The  committee  regards  such 
inclusion  as  an  essential  ingredient  if  the  Federal  proposal  is  to  be 
meaningful.  The  boundaries  it  proposes  therefore  include  two  of  the 
three — Del  Norte  Coast  and  Prairie  Creek.  The  committee  has  omitted 
Jedediah  Smith,  however,  for  several  reasons:  First,  it  is  obviously 
being  cared  for  in  an  excellent  manner  and  has  received  and  is  re¬ 
ceiving  outstanding  attention  not  only  as  to  management  but  also 
with  respect  to  plans  or  expansion.  Second,  if  it  were  to  be  included 
serious  questions  would  arise  concerning  the  acquisition  of  a  corridor 
to  connect  it  with  the  remainder  of  the  national  park  and  the  effect 
of  such  acquisition  on  the  economy  of  the  area  and  its  impact  on  the 
Northern  Purchase  Unit  of  the  Forest  Service. 

To  acquire  Del  Norte  Coast  and  Prairie  Creek  State  parks  in  order 
to  administer  their  lands  as  part  of  the  national  park  will  require  an 
act  of  the  State  legislature.  The  committee  can  understand  the  pride 
that  the  State  takes  in  these  parks  and  the  reluctance  to  turn  them  over 
to  the  United  States  that  some  may  have.  It  also  believes,  however, 
any  meaningful  national  park  requires  the  inclusion  of  these  lands. 
It  has  therefore  concluded  that  a  condition  precedent  to  establishment 
of  the  national  park  must  be  such  a  turnover,  and  the  committee 
amendment  accordingly  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  not  declare  the  park  established  and  shall  not  acquire  any  other 
lands  for  the  park  until  the  State  has  donated  or  obligated  itself  to 
donate  these  lands  to  the  United  States.  The  committee  notes,  in 
connection  with  this  prohibition  against  premature  acquisition  of 
other  lands,  that  this  will  not  prevent  the  Secretary  from  negotiating 
for  the  acquisition  of  such  lands  and  from  securing  options  for  their 
purchase. 


PRIVATE  PROPERTY  OWNERS 

Although  there  is  very  little  improved  property  included  within  the 
proposed  boundaries  of  the  park,  the  committee  has  included  in  its 
^amendment  provisions  similar  to  those  found  in  many  other  bills 
''enacted  over  the  last  few  years.  These  provisions  are  to  the  effect  that 
the  owner  of  a  home  may,  if  he  so  wishes  at  the  time  the  land  is  ac- 
■  quired  by  the  Government,  reserve  a  right  of  use  and  occupancy  for 
a  25-year  term  or  less  or  for  the  life  of  himself  and  his  spouse  and  to 
the  further  effect  that  his  land  may  not  be  condemned  as  long  as  it 
conforms  to  local  zoning  regulations  which  meet  standards  for  such 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Provisions  are  also  included  in  the  bill  authorizing  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  contracts  for  the  acquisition 
of  the  land  and  interests  in  land  to  be  included  in  the  park  as  soon  as 
the  first  appropriations  therefor  are  made.  These  contracts  may  call 
for  payment  in  periodic  installments  instead  of  a  lump  sum  and  for 
interest  at  an  appropriate  rate  on  the  outstanding  balances.  Provision 
is  also  made  for  the  liquidation  of  judgments  in  declaration-of-taking 
cases  in  which  there  has  been  an  inadequate  deposit  in  court  in  the 
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same  manner  as  that  in  which  other  money  judgments  against  the 
United  States  are  liquidated. 

COST 

The  committee  estimates  the  cost  of  acquiring  the  lands  and  inter¬ 
ests  in  land  for  which  the  bill  provides  to  be  $56,750,000  and  the  cost 
of  necessary  developments — trails,  headquarters,  visitor  centers, 
ranger  stations,  communications  equipment,  and  the  like — to  be 
$10  million.  Appropriations  authorized  for  these  purposes  are  limited 
accordingly. 

DEPARTMENTAL  REPORTS 

The  executive  communication  dated  March  11,  1967,  and  reports 
from  the  Department  of  the  Interior  dated  June  26,  1967,  and  May  17, 
1968,  are  set  forth  below,  together  with  reports  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  dated  June  27,  1967,  and  May  17,  1968,  and  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  dated  May  17,  1968: 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  11,  1967. 

Hon.  John  W.  McCormack, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Enclosed  is  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to 
authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  the 
State  of  California,  to  provide  economic  assistance  to  local  govern¬ 
mental  bodies  affected  thereby,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  recommend  that  the  draft  bill  be  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committee  for  consideration,  and  we  recommend  that  it  be  enacted. 
A  detailed  explanatory  discussion  of  the  purposes  and  effect  of  the 
bill  is  contained  in  an  enclosure  to  this  letter. 

On  February  23,  1966,  the  President  proposed  to  the  Congress  the 
creation  of  a  Redwood  National  Park  in  northern  California.  The 
President  again  recommended  the  establishment  of  such  park  in  his 
January  30,  1967,  message  to  the  Congress  on  Protecting  Our  Natural 
Heritage. 

Legislation  to  establish  the  park  was  submitted  by  the  Department 
to  the  89th  Congress  on  February  23,  1966,  and  introduced  as  S.  2962, 
H.R.  13009,  H.R.  13011,  and  H.R.  13929.  Hearings  were  held  on  S. 
2962  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  but  no 
further  action  was  taken  on  the  bill. 

The  enclosed  bill  is  basically  a  resubmission  of  the  legislation  the 
Department  submitted  to  the  89th  Congress  to  establish  a  Redwood 
National  Park,  the  principal  portion  of  which  is  in  Del  Norte  County. 
A  relatively  small  “Tall  Trees  Unit”  would  be  authorized  in  Humboldt 
County,  California,  and  appropriated  funds  could  be  utilized  for  its 
purchase.  The  enclosed  bill  provides  for  a  park  which  in  our  judgment 
meets  the  standards  of  a  splendid  national  park  to  preserve  a  signifi¬ 
cant  portion  of  the  magnificent  coast  redwoods,  namely:  (1)  it  includes 
a  substantial  stand  of  virgin  old  growth  redwoods;  (2)  it  includes 
adequate  areas  for  public  use  development  in  second  growth  stands 
of  redwood;  and  (3)  it  provides  for  acquisition  of  adequate  watersheds! 
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to  insure  the  preservation  of  the  old  growth  stands.  It  remains  the 
desire  of  the  Administration  to  preserve  a  significant  portion  of  the 
limited  remaining  stands  of  virgin  old  growth  redwoods  that  meet 
these  same  standards.  The  enclosed  bill  recognizes  this  desirable 
objective. 

We  recognize  that  many  Members  of  the  Congress  and  many  advo¬ 
cates  of  a  Redwood  National  Park  have  urged  that  a  much  larger  park 
be  authorized  in  Humboldt  County,  incorporating  the  Prairie  Creek 
Redwoods  State  Park  and  the  privately  owned  redwood  lands  in  the 
Prairie  Creek,  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek,  Lost  Man  Creek,  Little  Lost 
Man  Creek,  and  portions  of  the  Redwood  Creek  drainages.  The 
Congress  may  wish  to  consider  the  expansion  of  the  park  boundaries  to 
include  the  portions  of  these  drainages  that  meet  the  three  standards 
for  the  park  set  forth  above.  Because  of  the  many  pressing  demands  for 
available  and  prospective  funds  for  Federal  recreation  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  we  recommend  that  the  acquisition  of  any  such  additional  lands 
be  accomplished  through  the  cooperative  efforts  of  the  State  of 
California  and  private  philanthrophy. 

Should  the  Congress  wish  to  encourage  private  fundraising  efforts 
to  add  one  or  more  of  the  beautiful  redwood  drainages  of  Humboldt 
County  to  the  Redwood  National  Park,  the  following  subsection  could 
be  added  to  section  2: 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  Secretary  may,  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  acquire  for  addition  to  the  park  lands  or  interests  therein 
within  the  area  in  the  Prairie  Creek,  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek,  Little 
Lost  Man  Creek,  Lost  Man  Creek,  and  Redwood  Creek  drainages; 
the  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park;  and  coastal  lands  of  Humboldt 
County,  all  as  generally  depicted  on  the  drawing  numbered  NP-Red- 
7102B,  dated  February  1967,  which  shall  be  on  file  and  available  for 
public  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park  Service,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior.  Within  such  area  the  Secretary  may  acquire, 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act,  lands  or 
interests  therein  only  by  donation,  purchase  with  donated  funds, 
transfer  from  Federal  agencies,  or  exchange.” 

The  coast  redwood  of  California  is  unique.  In  early  geologic  time 
the  redwood  was  widely  spread  across  the  North  American  continent 
and  perhaps  throughout  the  world,  but  today  the  coast  redwood  is 
found  only  in  a  narrow  band  along  the  northern  coast  of  California. 
As  a  species,  the  redwoods  are  remnants  of  the  age  of  dinosaurs.  As 
mature  individual  trees,  some  have  been  growing  a  thousand  years 
or  more. 

The  redwood  is  the  earth’s  tallest  living  tree,  commonly  growing 
more  than  200  feet  high,  and  occasionally  more  than  300  feet.  The 
tree  tapers  gently  from  a  heavily  buttressed  base,  free  of  branches  for 
a  full  third  of  its  height.  Trunks  are  occasionally  15  to  20  feet  in 
diameter,  and  exceptional  specimens  are  20  to  25  feet.  The  bark  is  a 
cinnamon  brown  and  deeply  furrowed;  the  evergreen  foliage  on  the 
short  branches  is  light  and  feathery  and  a  soft  green.  The  inspira¬ 
tional  qualities  of  virgin  stands  of  these  age-old  giants  in  natural 
settings  have  stirred  men  since  they  were  first  discovered.  The  red¬ 
wood  groves  and  forests  constitute  some  of  the  most  extraordinary 
scenes  in  the  world.  These  trees  are  indeed  of  national  and  interna¬ 
tional  significance. 

H.  Kept.  1630,  90-2 - 2 


10 


The  enclosed  bill  will  preserve  some  of  the  most  impressive  virgin 
redwood  groves  and  forests  in  California  for  the  inspiration  and 
enjoyment  of  future  generations.  It  provides  for  the  establishment  of 
a  Redwood  National  Park  composed  of  41,834  acres  in  Del  Norte 
County,  and  approximately  1,600  acres  in  Humboldt  County  as  a 
separate  unit. 

The  portion  of  the  proposed  Redwood  National  Park  in  Del  Norte 
County  will  consist  of  the  Jedediah  Smith  and  Del  Norte  Coast 
Redwoods  State  Parks  (totaling  about  14,000  acres),  about  5  miles 
of  frontage  on  the  Smith  River  north  of  the  Jedediah  Smith  State 
Park,  the  balance  of  the  Mill  Creek  watershed  between  the  State 
parks,  and  a  coastal  strip  southward  from  the  Del  Norte  State  Park 
to  the  mouth  of  the  Klamath  River. 

The  inclusion  of  the  above-mentioned  lands  outside  of  the  two 
State  parks  will  preserve  an  additional  9,190  acres  of  uncut  old-growth 
redwoods  and  will  provide  protection  of  the  adjacent  watershed. 
From  our  studies,  it  has  become  evident  that  the  watersheds  adjacent 
to  the  State  parks  are  important  ecological  units  for  the  coast  red¬ 
woods.  Consideration  of  flood  flows,  watershed  orientation,  storm 
movement,  and  soil  relationships  indicate  that  the  species  depends 
not  only  on  its  immediate  environment,  but  also  on  effective  watershed 
management.  Within  the  watersheds  adjacent  to  the  State  parks 
timber  cutting,  erosion,  mining,  flooding,  and  water  control  projects 
are  among  the  attritions  and  encroachments. 

The  separate  unit  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  on  Redwood 
Creek  in  Humboldt  County  will  contain  the  tallest  trees  in  the  world, 
including  one  giant  that  soars  367.4  feet  above  the  bottomland  upon 
which  it  stands.  In  addition  to  these  specimen  redwood  trees,  this 
unit  of  the  park  will  contain  sufficient  surrounding  lands  for  visitor 
use  and  will  include  necessary  rights-of-way  for  an  access  road  con¬ 
necting  with  U.S.  Highway  101. 

The  establishment  of  the  proposed  Redwood  National  Park  will 
necessitate  the  acquisition  by  the  Federal  Government  of  some 
23,000  acres  of  privately  owned  lands  in  Del  Norte  County.  Such 
acquisition  will  pose  special  problems  to  the  local  economy  because 
of  the  removal  of  a  large  acreage  of  land  from  the  tax  rolls,  and  the 
curtailment  of  timber  cutting  upon  which  the  local  economy  is  based. 

We  estimate  that  such  acquisition  will  result  in  an  immediate  loss 
of  $252,000  in  real  estate  taxes  to  Del  Norte  County,  and  an  immediate 
loss  of  235  jobs  in  the  timber  industry.  After  5  years,  however,  we 
expect  the  stimulating  effect  of  expanding  tourist  businesses  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  loss  of  county  revenues  and  to  result  in  a  net  gain  of  355  jobs 
in  the  area.  By  that  time  we  estimate  that  there  will  be  increased 
visitation  of  950,000  visitor-days  per  year  over  the  present  visitation 
to  the  two  State  parks  within  the  proposed  Redwood  National  Park 
boundary. 

The  establishment  of  the  proposed  park  will  present  adjustment 
problems  for  Del  Norte  County  that  have  not  previously  been  im¬ 
posed  upon  other  local  governments  when  national  park  and  similar 
areas  have  been  established  across  the  country.  The  reason  for  this  is 
that  the  economy  of  Del  Norte  County  is  heavily  dependent  upon  the 
lumber  industry,  and  a  principal  lumber  company  will  be  put  out  of 
business,  thus  displacing  about  4  percent  of  the  county’s  labor  force. 
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The  county  government  and  its  local  subdivisions  will  lose  about  10 
percent  of  their  property  tax  revenue,  or  3  percent  of  their  total 
revenue. 

The  enclosed  bill  provides,  therefore,  for  annual  economic  adjust¬ 
ment  payments  for  a  5-year  period  to  Del  Norte  County  and  its 
local  government  bodies  to  offset  the  immediate  impact  of  land  ac¬ 
quisition  for  the  park.  The  payments  will  be  equal  to  three-fifths  of 
one  percent  of  the  value  of  all  property  acquired  by  the  United  States 
in  Del  Norte  County  other  than  by  donation  or  with  donated  funds. 
After  the  fifth  year  the  bill  provides  for  a  joint  review  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  State  and  local  officials  of  the  impact  of  the  establishment 
of  the  park  upon  the  local  economy,  for  the  submission  of  such  review 
and  the  Secretary’s  recommendations  to  the  President,  and  for  the 
submission  of  the  President’s  recommendations  to  the  Congress.  No 
payment  would  be  made  after  the  fifth-year  payment  unless  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Congress. 

This  Department  administers  approximately  31,000  acres  of  public 
land  in  the  King  Range  are  of  California  which  is  located  between 
a  large  State  park  (Humboldt  Redwoods  State  Park)  and  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Coast.  Similarly,  the  483-acre  Muir  Woods  National  Monument 
near  San  Francisco  is  contiguous  to  a  large  State  park  (Mount  Tamal- 
pais  State  park).  The  bill  authorizes  the  transfer  of  these  areas  to 
the  State  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes.  Due  to  their 
proximity  to  large  State  parks,  we  believe  it  would  be  in  the  interest 
of  efficient  management  for  these  areas  to  be  administered  by  the 
State  of  California  in  connection  with  its  park  program.  The  annual 
cost  to  the  Department  for  the  administration  of  the  Muir  Woods 
National  Monument  is  approximately  $83,700. 

We  expect  the  State  to  donate  to  the  Federal  Government  the  two 
State  parks  within  the  proposed  Redwood  National  Park.  Should 
the  Congress  authorize  the  addition  to  the  national  park  of  the 
lands  in  Humboldt  County  suggested  in  this  letter,  we  would  also 
expect  the  State  of  California  to  donate  to  the  Federal  Government 
the  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park.  These  conveyances  of  Federal 
and  State  lands  will  not  be  made  on  an  equal-value  basis,  but  rather 
to  facilitate  the  administration  of  the  park  and  recreational  lands 
involved.  We  understand  that  State  legislation  to  authorize  the 
conveyance  of  State  land  will  be  needed.  Pending  action  by  the 
State  legislature,  an  interim  agreement  could  be  worked  out  for 
coordinated  management  of  the  State  and  national  park  lands. 

The  estimated  cost  of  acquiring  private  land  and  improvements 
within  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  Del  Norte  County  is  $56  million, 
based  on  an  April  1966  appraisal.  This  estimate  is  based  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  two  State  parks  within  the  national  park  bound¬ 
ary  will  be  donated  to  the  Federal  Government.  The  estimated  cost 
of  acquiring  the  land  in  the  Tall  Trees  unit  in  Humboldt  County  is 
$4  million.  The  administrative  cost  to  the  United  States  of  acquiring 
the  land  is  included  in  these  estimates. 

It  is  essential  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be  permitted  to 
acquire  the  standing  redwoods  within  the  park  boundaries  as  rapidly 
as  possible,  especially  if  the  present  annual  harvesting  rate  of  about 
32  million  board  feet  continues.  In  order  that  he  may  do  so,  the  bill 
permits  the  Secretary  to  negotiate  purchases  on  a  deferred  payment 
plan  under  which  the  purchase  price  will  be  paid  in  periodic  install- 
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ments  over  a  period  of  not  more  than  10  years,  with  interest  on  the 
unpaid  balances  at  not  more  than  4  percent  per  year. 

Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1968,  advance  appropriations  may  be 
made  to  the  Land  Water  Conservation  Fund  over  an  8-year  period. 
This  will  permit  the  rapid  acquisition  of  lands  for  this  park. 

As  another  device  to  expedite  land  acquisition,  the  bill  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  enter  into  purchase  contracts  in  advance  of  the 
actual  appropriation  of  funds.  Such  provision  was  included  in  the 
acts  establishing  the  Point  Reyes  National  Seashore  in  California 
(76  Stat.  538),  the  Fire  Island  National  Seashore  in  New  York  (78 
Stat.  928),  and  the  Indiana  Dunes  National  Lakeshore  in  Indiana 
(80  Stat.  1309). 

We  estimate  the  cost  of  development  for  the  Redwood  National 
Park  in  Del  Norte  County  to  be  $19,048,000,  of  which  $16,563,200 
is  programed  over  the  first  5  years.  Annual  operating  costs  for  the 
park  in  Del  Norte  County  are  expected  to  be  about  $755,000  after 
the  fifth  year. 

Development  of  the  separate  unit  of  the  park  in  Humboldt  County 
is  expected  to  cost  $1,820,000,  which  is  programed  over  the  first  5 
years.  Annual  operating  costs  for  this  unit  of  the  park  will  be  approxi¬ 
mately  $80,000  after  the  fifth  year. 

The  man-years  and  cost-data  statement  (based  on  current  assump¬ 
tions  and  estimates)  required  by  the  Act  of  July  25,  1956  (70  Stat. 
652;  5  U.S.C.  642a),  when  annual  expenditures  exceed  $1  million,  is 
enclosed. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  the  presentation  of  this 
proposed  legislation  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the 
President. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Stewart  L.  Udalt., 
Secretary  oj  the  Interior. 

Enclosures. 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  the 

State  of  California,  to  provide  economic  assistance  to  local  governmental  bodies 

affected  thereby,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  oj  the  United 
States  oj  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
are  to  preserve  in  their  natural  setting  for  the  inspiration  and  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  present  and  future  generations  remaining  virgin  and  old 
growth  stands  of  the  redwoods,  the  tallest  living  trees  in  the  world; 
and  to  provide  an  equitable  means  of  assisting  the  local  economy  in 
making  interim  adjustments  in  connection  therewith. 

Sec.  2.  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  is  authorized 
to  establish  the  Redwood  National  Park  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
“park”)  in  the  State  of  California.  The  boundaries  of  the  park  shall  be 
as  generally  depicted  on  the  drawing  numbered  NP-RED-7102A,  and 
dated  February  1967,  which  shall  be  on  file  and  available  for  public 
inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park  Service,  Department  of 
the  Interior.  The  Secretary  may  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  park  from 
time  to  time  by  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  a  revised  draw¬ 
ing  or  other  boundary  description,  but  the  total  acreage  within  the 
park  shall  not  be  increased  to  more  than  45,200  acres. 
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Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  acquire  lands  or  interests  therein 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  and  not  more  than  five  acres  of 
land  outside  of  the  park  boundaries  in  the  vicinity  of  Crescent  City, 
California,  for  an  administrative  site,  by  donation,  purchase  with 
donated  or  appropriated  funds,  or  exchange.  When  an  individual 
tract  of  land  is  only  partly  within  such  boundaries,  the  Secretary 
may  acquire  all  of  the  tract  in  order  to  avoid  the  payment  of  severance 
costs.  Land  so  acquired  outside  of  the  park  boundaries  may  be  ex¬ 
changed  by  the  Secretary  for  non-Federal  lands  within  the  park 
boundaries,  and  any  portion  of  said  land  not  utilized  for  such  ex¬ 
changes  may  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat. 
377;  40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.),  as  amended.  Any  land  or  interests  therein 
owned  by  the  State  of  California  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park 
may  be  acquired  only  by  donation.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  any  Federal  property  located  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  park  may,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  agency  having  custody 
thereof,  be  transferred  without  consideration  to  the  administrative 
jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes  of  the  park.  The  Secre- 
tai'y  may  enter  into  contracts  requiring  the  expenditure,  when  appro¬ 
priated,  of  funds  authorized  by  section  8  of  this  Act,  but  the  liability 
of  the  United  States  under  any  such  contract  shall  be  contingent  on 
the  appropriation  of  funds  sufficient  to  fulfill  the  obligations  thereby 
incurred. 

(b)  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  property  by  exchange,  the 
Secretary  may  accept  title  to  any  non-Federal  property  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  park,  and  outside  of  such  boundaries  within  the 
limits  prescribed  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  In  exchange  therefor 
the  Secretary  may  convey  to  the  grantor  of  such  property  any  feder¬ 
ally  owned  property  under  his  jurisdiction  in  California  which  he 
classifies  as  suitable  for  exchange  or  other  disposal.  The  values  of  the 
properties  so  exchanged  either  shall  be  approximately  equal,  or  if 
they  are  not  approximately  equal  the  values  shall  be  equalized  by  the 
payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  to  the  Secretary  as  the  circumstances 
require. 

(c)  The  owner  of  land  acquired  with  monetary  consideration  and 
the  Secretary  may  agree  that  the  purchase  price  will  be  paid  in  periodic 

t  installments  over  a  period  that  does  not  exceed  10  years,  with  interest 

"  on  unpaid  balances  at  a  rate  not  in  excess  of  the  current  average  market 
yield  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States  with 
remaining  periods  to  maturity  comparable  to  the  average  maturities 
on  the  installments. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  transfer  to  the  State  of 
California  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to 
not  more  than  31,000  acres  of  land  under  this  jurisdiction  in  the  King 
Range  area  of  California  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes  and, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  is  further 
authorized  to  transfer  to  such  State  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  the  Muir  Woods  National  Monument  in  Marin 
County,  California,  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes:  Provided, 

!  That  title  to  any  portion  of  the  lands  so  transferred  shall  automatically 
revert  to  the  United  States  upon  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  that  such 
portion  is  being  used  for  other  than  public  park  and  recreation 
purposes. 


14 


Sec.  5.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  economic  adjust¬ 
ment  payments  to  Del  Norte  County  and  local  governmental  bodies 
therein  to  assist  them  in  adjusting  to  the  consequences  of  the  very 
substantial  change  in  the  land  use  and  to  enable  them  to  undertake, 
in  cooperation  with  the  United  States,  necessary  programs  of  assist¬ 
ance  to  persons,  corporations,  and  associations  so  that  they  may 
adjust  to  the  changed  economic  opportunities  created  by  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  park.  Funds  for  such  payments  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury.  The  first 
such  payment  shall  be  made  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  close  of 
the  first  fiscal  year  in  which  the  Secretary  has  acquired  property  for 
the  park,  and  succeeding  payments  shall  be  made  as  soon  as  prac¬ 
ticable  after  the  close  of  succeeding  fiscal  years.  The  first  payment 
and  each  of  the  next  four  payments  shall  be  equal  to  three-fifths  of  1 
percent  of  the  value  of  all  property  acquired  by  the  United  States  in 
Del  Norte  County  pursuant  to  section  3  of  this  Act,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary  as  of  the  date  of  acquisition,  except  that  property  ac¬ 
quired  by  donation  or  with  donated  funds  shall  not  be  included  in 
determining  such  value. 

(b)  Prior  to  making  any  fiscal  year  payment  authorized  by  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  deduct  from  the  amount 
due  the  recipient  thereof  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount  of  additional 
school  funds  which  the  State  of  California  shows  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Secretary  were  paid  by  the  State  to  such  recipient  during  that 
fiscal  year  under  State  law  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  of  property 
by  the  United  States  pursuant  to  section  3  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary 
shall  pay  the  amount  so  deducted  to  the  State  of  California. 

(c)  Before  the  time  for  making  the  fifth  payment,  the  Secretary  and 
officials  of  the  State,  county,  and  other  local  governments  concerned 
shall  jointly  review  the  impact  of  the  establishment  of  the  park  upon 
the  local  economy.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  the  results  of  such  re¬ 
view  to  the  President,  together  with  his  recommendations,  and  the 
President  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  such  recommendations  as  he 
deems  appropriate.  No  payment  shall  be  made  after  the  fifth  fiscal 
year  payment  unless  hereafter  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  economic 
adjustment  payments  made  pursuant  to  section  5  of  this  Act  shall  be 
in  addition  to  any  other  Federal  aid  which  the  recipients  of  such 
payments  may  be  eligible  to  receive  under  other  Federal  programs  andl 
activities. 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  park  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  1916  (39  Stat.  535;  16  U.S.C. 
1-4),  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Sec.  8.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 
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Department  of  the  Interior 

Subject  matter:  Proposed  Redwood  National  Park,  Calif.,  north  unit 

ESTIMATED  ADDITIONAL  MAN-YEARS  OF  CIVILIAN  EMPLOYMENT  AND  EXPENDITURES  FOR  THE  1ST  5  YEARS  OF 
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Assistant  chief  park  ranger _ 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

Staff  park  ranger . . . .  . 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

District  park  ranger  . . . . 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

Park  naturalist _ 

1.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

Personnel  assistant _ 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

Property  and  procurement  assistant _ 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

Park  ranger _  ..  _  _ 

3.0 

3.0 

6.0 

6.0 

6.0 

Supply  clerk _ _ 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

Mail  and  files  clerk _ 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

Clerk-steno _ 

1.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

Chief  maintenance _ 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

Foreman,  III..  _ 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

Foreman,  II _ _ 

1.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

Operator  general _ _ _ 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

Maintenance  man. . . . . . 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

Truck  driver _ _ _ _ 

2.0 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

Clerk-typist _ 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

Laborer. . . . . 

1.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

Park  ranger  (seasonal) _ 

3.8 

3.8 

4.3 

4.3 

4.3 

Fire  control  aides  (seasonal) _ 

1.3 

2.0 

2.5 

3.0 

3.0 

Life  guard  (seasonal) . . 

0.5 

1.0 

1.0 

1.5 

1.5 

Naturalists  (seasonal) _ 

1.8 

2.  1 

2.8 

2.8 

2.8 

Information-Receptionist  (seasonal) _ 

.3 

.5 

.  8 

Truckdrivers  (seasonal) . 

.5 

1.0 

1.5 

1.8 

1.8 

Laborers  (seasonal) _ _ 

1.5 

2.5 

3.8 

4.5 

5.0 

Total,  substantive . . . 

29.4 

43.4 

51.2 

53.4 

54.2 

Total,  estimated  additional  man-years  of 
civilian  employment- . . . . 

34.4 

48.4 

56.2 

58.4 

59.2 

Estimated  additional  expenditures  personal  services. 
All  other _ _ _ _ 

$286, 500 
56, 489, 200 

$389, 600 
2,115, 300 

$445,900 

4,  016,  300 

$458, 000 

4, 920, 000 

$459, 800 
4,707,200 

Total _ 

56, 775,700 

2,  504, 900 

4,  462, 200 

5,  378,  000 

5, 167, 000 

Estimated  obligations: 

Land  and  property  acquisition  _ 

Development _ _ 

Operations  (management,  protection  and 
maintenance). . . . . 

56,000,000  . 
899, 000 

376, 700 

3,  478,  000 

526, 900 

3,  864,  000 

598,  200 

5, 763,  000 

615, 000 

4, 149,  000 

618, 000 

Total . . . . . . 

57,275,700 

4,  004, 900 

4, 462, 200 

6,  378,  000 

4, 767, 000 
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Department  of  the  Interior 

Subject  matter:  To  provide  for  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood 
National  Park  in  Humboldt  County 

ESTIMATED  ADDITIONAL  MAN-YEARS  OF  CIVILIAN  EMPLOYMENT  AND  EXPENDITURES  FOR  THE  1ST  5  YEARS  OF 

PROPOSED  NEW  OR  EXPANDED  PROGRAMS 


ESTIMATED  ADDITIONAL  MAN-YEARS  OF 
CIVILIAN  EMPLOYMENT 


Substantive: 

Supervisory  ranger - 

Naturalist _ 

Park  ranger _ 

Park  ranger  (seasonal) - 

Park  naturalist  (seasonal) - 

Maintenanceman  (seasonal) - 

Total,  substantive _ 

Total,  estimated  additional  man-years  of 
civilian  employment _ 

Estimated  additional  expenditures: 

Personal  services _ 

All  others - - - - - 

Total - - - - - . 

Estimated  obligations: 

Land  and  property  acquisition - - 

Operations  (management,  protection,  and  main¬ 
tenance) _ 

Development _ 

Total . . 


19  calendar 

19  calendar 

19  calendar 

19  calendar 

19  calendar 

year 

year  plus  1 

year  plus  2 

year  plus  3 

year  plus  4 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4.8 

4  8 

$62,  000 

$62, 000 

$62, 000 

$62,  000 

$62,  000 

_  4, 853, 000 

668,  000 

353, 000 

18,  000 

18,  000 

.  4,915,000 

730,  000 

415,  000 

80, 000 

80, 000 

_  4,  000, 000  . 

80,  000 

80, 000 

80,  000 

80, 000 

80, 000 

.  1, 435, 000 

315, 000 

70, 000  . 

.  5,515,000 

395, 000 

150,  000 

80, 000 

80,  000 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  26,  1967. 

Hon.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  AJfairs, 

House  oj  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Aspinall:  This  responds  to  your  request  for  our  views 
on  H.R.  7742,  H.R.  8384,  and  PI.R.  8776,  identical  bills  to  authorize 
the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  and  Seashore  and 
the  King  Range  National  Conservation  Area  in  the  State  of  California, 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  Point  Reyes  National  Seashore,  and 
to  provide  economic  assistance  to  local  governmental  bodies  affected 
thereby. 

By  an  executive  communication  of  March  11,  1967,  the  Department 
submitted  to  the  Congress  its  proposal  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Redwood  National  Park  in  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties,  Calif., 
consisting  of  approximately  43,400  acres.  Our  proposal  was  introduced 
as  H.R.  10951.  We  recommend  the  enactment  of  H.R.  10951  in  lieu 
of  the  above  bills. 

The  bill  differs  from  PI.R.  10951  in  the  following  respects: 

1.  It  provides  for  a  Redwood  National  Park  and  Seashore  of  some 
53,000  acres,  which  includes  three  additional  State  parks — Prairie 
Creek,  Dry  Lagoon  and  Patrick’s  Point — and  certain  coastal  lands 
which  contain  few  additional  old-growth  redwoods.  From  the  Del 
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Norte  Coast  State  Park  to  Patrick’s  Point  State  Park,  the  proposed 
park  and  seashore  boundary  would  extend  1  mile  into  the  Pacific 
Ocean.  Such  park  and  seashore  does  not  include  either  the  8,000  acres 
of  old-growth  redwood  forests  in  the  Mill  Creek  watershed  or  the 
balance  of  that  watershed,  both  of  which  are  included  in  H.R.  10951. 

The  Redwood  National  Park  and  Seashore  proposed  under  the 
above  bill  does  not  meet  all  of  the  three  basic  criteria  which  we  believe 
an  area  proposed  for  a  Redwood  National  Park  should  meet;  namely, 
(1)  it  should  contain  outstanding  forests  and  groves  of  virgin  redwood 
trees  as  well  as  additional  stands  of  old-growth  redwoods ;  (2)  it  should 
contain  sufficient  land  that  is  suitable  for  the  installation  of  visitor 
service  facilities;  and  (3)  it  should  be  sufficiently  large  to  encompass 
entire  watersheds  which  are  the  smallest  basic  units  for  adequate 
protection  and  ecological  integrity.  Effective  interpretation  and  public 
enjoyment  would  also  be  enhanced  by  the  inclusion  of  entire 
watersheds. 

2.  It  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  establish  not  more  than 
31,500  acres  of  public  land  of  the  United  States  as  a  federally  ad¬ 
ministered  national  conservation  area.  Under  H.R.  10951,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  transfer  31,000  acres  of  these 
same  public  lands,  as  well  as  the  lands  within  the  Muir  Woods 
National  Monument,  to  the  State  of  California  for  public  park  and 
recreation  purposes.  Due  to  the  proximity  of  all  such  lands  to  large 
State  parks,  we  believe  it  would  be  in  the  interest  of  efficient  manage¬ 
ment  for  such  lands  to  be  administered  by  the  State  of  California  in 
connection  with  its  park  program. 

3.  It  amends  the  act  of  September  13,  1962  (76  Stat.  538;  16  U.S.C. 
459c),  which  authorized  the  establishment  of  the  Point  Reyes  National 
Seashore  in  California,  by  increasing  the  appropriation  authorization 
for  the  acquisition  of  property  for  the  seashore  from  $14  million  to 
$44,500,000.  The  increase  in  land  values  that  has  occurred  within  the 
seashore  since  1962  has  been  a  matter  of  deep  concern  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Congress  for  some  time.  We  have  the  matter  under 
current  study,  but  are  not  prepared  to  support  an  increase  in  authori¬ 
zation  as  provided  in  these  bills.  When  a  determination  has  been 
reached  on  this  issue,  it  would  be  more  appropriate  to  consider  a 
separate  legislative  proposal  on  its  own  merit. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  would  be  no 
objection  to  the  presentation  of  this  report,  and  that  enactment  of 
PI.R.  10951  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  F.  Luce, 

Acting  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  17,  1968. 

Hon.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  responds  to  your  request  for  the  views 
of  this  Department  on  S.  2515,  as  passed  by  the  Senate  on  November 
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1,  1967,  and  H.R.  13508,  virtually  identical  bills  to  authorize  the 
establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  the  State  of  California, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

On  March  11,  1967,  the  administration  sent  to  the  Congress  a 
recommended  redwood  national  park  bill  which  you  introduced  in 
the  House  by  request  as  H.R.  10951.  This  bill  would  authorize  a  park 
of  43,434  acres  including  Jedediah  Smith  and  Del  Norte  Coast  Red¬ 
woods  State  Parks,  the  entire  Mill  Creek  watershed  in  Del  Norte 
County,  and  a  detached  tall  trees  unit  in  the  Redwood  Creek  area 
of  Humboldt  County.  Included  in  this  total  are  19,781  acres  of  old- 
growth  timber,  of  which  8,543  acres  are  now  in  private  ownership. 
The  original  estimated  cost  of  acquiring  private  lands  and  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  park  was  about  $60  million. 

In  late  June  and  early  July  1967,  the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  held  extensive  hearings  on  H.R.  10951  and  related  bills. 
At  that  time  Under  Secretary  Luce,  accompanied  by  the  Director 
of  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
Outdoor  Recreation,  testified  at  length  and  in  detail  in  support  of  the 
administration’s  proposal.  We  continue  to  believe  that  the  recom¬ 
mended  national  park  in  Del  Norte  County,  as  set  forth  in  H.R. 
10951  and  in  the  supporting  testimony,  would  result  in  a  feasible  and 
eminently  worthwhile  Redwood  National  Park. 

Other  significant  redwood  park  bills  pending  before  your  committee 
are  H.R.  1311  introduced  by  Mr.  Saylor,  and  H.R.  7742  introduced 
by  Mr.  Clausen. 

Since  July  1967  however,  a  number  of  significant  events  have 
occurred : 

1.  The  Senate  passage  of  S.  2515,  which  differs  substantially  from 
the  administration’s  original  proposal. 

2.  Hearings  recently  held  by  your  committee  in  Crescent  City,  and 
Eureka,  Calif.,  as  well  as  thorough  field  inspection  of  the  area  by  your 
committee. 

3.  The  testimony  at  the  Crescent  City  hearings  by  Mr.  Norman  B. 
Livermore,  Jr.,  administrator  of  the  Resources  Agency  of  the  State  of 
California,  and  Mr.  William  Penn  Mott,  director  of  State  parks  and 
recreation,  that  Governor  Reagan’s  administration  woidd  be  agreeable 
to  inclusion  within  the  boundaries  of  a  redwood  national  park,  not 
only  Jedediah  Smith  Redwoods  and  Del  Norte  Coast  Redwoods 
State  Parks,  but  also  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park  in  Hum¬ 
boldt  County,  and  further,  that  the  State  administration  would  be 
willing  either  to  enter  into  cooperative  management  agreements  with 
the  Federal  Government  or  to  recommend  to  the  State  legislature  the 
donation  of  these  three  State  parks  to  the  Federal  Government  for 
incorporation  into  a  redwood  national  park. 

4.  The  indication  in  recent  weeks  that  each  of  the  four  major 
redwood  timber  operating  companies  in  the  area  included  in  Senate- 
passed  S.  2515  is  more  willing  than  heretofore  to  negotiate  with  the 
Government  and  to  make  available  a  portion  of  its  holdings  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  a  Redwood  National  Park.  The  four  companies  are  Areata 
National  Corp.,  Simpson  Timber  Co.,  Georgia-Pacific  Corp.,  and 
Rellim  Redwood  Co.  The  Rellim  and  Simpson  Cos.,  own  lands 
in  the  northern  unit  of  the  park  as  proposed  in  S.  2515,  and  all  of  the 
companies  except  Rellim  own  lands  in  the  southern  unit  as  encom¬ 
passed  in  S.  2515. 
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The  Senate-passed  S.  2515  establishes  a  park  of  65,913  acres  which 
is  22,500  acres  larger  than  the  park  proposed  in  H.R.  10951  and  which 
is  composed  of  a  north  and  south  unit.  The  north  unit  consists  of 
28,540  acres  in  the  Mill  Creek  watershed  of  Del  Norte  County,  plus 
the  Jedediah  Smith  Redwoods  and  Del  Norte  Coast  Redwoods 
State  Parks. 

The  south  unit  in  Humboldt  County  contains  most  of  the  Prairie 
Creek  watershed  (including  all  of  the  upper  two-thirds),  the  Prairie 
Creek  Redwoods  State  Park,  the  entire  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek 
drainage,  a  substantial  portion  of  Lost  Man  Creek  drainage,  the  entire 
Little  Lost  Man  Creek  drainage,  and  4%  miles  of  lower  Redwood 
Creek,  plus  a  corridor  to  and  including  the  Tall  Trees  area  and  the 
Emerald  Mile. 

Included  in  the  Senate-passed  proposal  are  some  33,380  acres  of 
old-growth  timber,  13,100  acres  of  which  are  not  now  within  State 
parks  or  other  public  ownership.  The  estimated  cost  of  property 
acquisition  foi  this  park  is  approximately  $117  million. 

Neither  the  original  cost  estimate  for  the  administration  proposal 
of  about  $60  million  nor  the  cost  estimate  for  the  Senate-passed  bill 
of  $117  million  include  allowances  for  interest  for  land  acquisition 
payments  on  a  deferred  installment  basis,  nor  allowances  for  severance 
payments.  They  both  assume  costs  will  be  negotiated  and  not  the 
result  of  condemnation.  Timber  cost  estimates  are  calculated  from 
timber  appraisals  based  on  aerial  surveys  of  timber  types,  ground 
checks  for  volume,  and  market  values  for  redwood  and  Douglas  fir 
stumpage.  Land  and  improvements  have  been  estimated  by  qualified 
real  estate  appraisers  retained  under  contract  by  the  National  Park 
Service. 

The  above  enumerated  events  have  not  altered  our  view  that  the 
administration’s  proposal  of  March  11,  1967,  would  establish  a  sound 
and  desirable  park.  S.  2515  as  passed  by  the  Senate  obviously  would 
establish  both  a  larger  and  differently  structured  two-unit  park.  The 
fact  that  the  State  administration  is  now  willing  to  have  Prairie 
Cieek  Redwoods  State  Park  included  in  a  Redwood  National  Park, 
coupled  with  the  Senate  action,  requires  careful  consideration  of  this 
alternative. 

This  situation,  together  with  the  willingness  of  the  concerned 
companies  to  negotiate  within  limits  for  a  Redwood  National  Park 
leads  us  to  suggest  that  the  committee  explore  establishment  of  a 
Redwood  National  Park  consisting  of: 

1.  A  northern  unit  similar  to  that  provided  in  S.  2515,  and 

2.  A  southern  unit  including  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park 
and  all  or  portions  of  adjcaent  areas  such  as  Skunk  Cabbage,  Lost 
Man,  Little  Lost  Man,  and  Redwood  Creek  drainages  as  seem  feasible 
and  desirable  to  the  committee. 

In  view  of  the  substantial  cost  estimated  for  property  acquisition 
for  any  viable  park,  we  feel  that  the  provisions  of  any  redwood  park 
act  shoidd  be  such  that  it  will  be  uimecessary  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  resort  to  time-consuming  and  expensive  condemnation 
proceedings  for  such  acquisition.  It  is  our  earnest  hope  that  the  major 
affected  companies  will  be  willing  to  negotiate  the  cost  of  acquisition 
under  whatever  solution  the  Congress  decides  upon. 

We  recommend  that,  subject  to  the  land  and  water  conservation 
fund,  there  be  a  legislative  taking  of  the  lands  within  the  park  owned 
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by  the  four  major  timber  companies,  which  will  vest  title  to  their 
property  in  the  United  States  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  bill.  The 
bill  itseif  should  establish  the  national  park,  and  the  park  boundaries 
should  encompass  the  three  named  State  redwood  parks.  In  addition, 
the  bill  should  provide  for  accepting  donation  of  State, owned  lands 
within  the  national  park,  and  pending  such  donation  authorize  the 
Department  to  enter  into  voluntary  agreements  with  the  State  for 
coordinated  administration  of  all  lands  within  the  park. 

There  are  perhaps  five  principal  issues  involved  in  connection  with 
the  establishment  of  a  Redwood  National  Park.  These  are: 

1.  The  quality  of  the  proposed  national  park. 

2.  The  price  that  the  Nation  can  and  should  pay  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  such  a  park. 

3.  The  inclusion  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  national 
park  key  redwood  State  parks  for  either  cooperative  management  or 
donation  to  the  Federal  Government 

4.  Whether  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  administered  by 
the  Forest  Service  in  Del  Norte  County  should  be  transferred  to 
affected  timber  companies  to  lessen  the  impact  on  their  operations. 

5.  Effect  on  the  local  economy  and  the  timber  companies  involved. 

Either  the  administration  proposal,  or  S.  2515  would  satisfy  the 

quality  question,  as  might  some  compromise  between  these  two 
proposals. 

We  do  believe,  however,  in  current  circumstances,  the  outlay  for  a 
park  should  approximate  that  contemplated  in  the  original  adminis¬ 
tration  bill. 

The  inclusion  of  the  three  key  redwood  State  parks — Jedediah 
Smith,  Del  Norte  Coast,  and  Prairie  Creek — appears  to  be  agreeable 
to  the  executive  branch  of  the  State  of  California,  although  it  is 
recognized  that  action  by  the  State  legislature  would  be  necessary 
for  the  State  to  convey  the  parks  to  the  Federal  Government.  How¬ 
ever,  State  legislative  action  is  not  necessary  for  the  State  to  enter 
into  cooperative  management  agreements  with  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Insofar  as  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  is  concerned,  the 
position  of  the  administration  is  set  forth  in  the  letter  to  you  of  June 
26,  1967,  from  Phillip  S.  Hughes,  Deputy  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

Within  this  administration  position,  the  supplemental  views  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  are  made  clear  in  two  letters,  one  of  July 
13,  1967,  to  Senator  Clinton  Anderson  in  response  to  an  inquiry  from 
the  Senator  to  the  President,  and  one  of  October  31,  1967,  to  Senator 
Jackson.  Copies  of  these  departmental  letters  are,  of  course,  available 
to  your  committee. 

It  is  our  firm  belief  that  the  local  economies  of  both  counties  would 
be  benefited  as  is  the  usual  case  following  creation  of  a  national  park. 
We  also  believe  that  no  company  would  be  forced  out  of  business 
unless  through  choice. 

S.  2515  and  H.R.  10951  permit  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
negotiate  land  purchases  for  the  park  on  a  deferred  payment  plan 
under  which  the  purchase  price  could  be  paid  in  periodic  installments 
over  a  period  of  10  years,  with  interest  on  unpaid  balances. 
Upon  further  consideration,  and  in  view  of  our  recommendation  for 
a  legislative  taking  by  the  Federal  Government  of  the  major  timber- 
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lands  within  the  park,  we  believe  the  provision  is  unnecessary  and 
should  be  deleted. 

S.  2515  also  permits  the  owners  of  detached,  noncommercial  resi¬ 
dential  dwellings,  the  construction  of  which  were  begun  before  October 
9,  1967,  to  reserve  rights  of  use  and  occupancy  of  such  property  for 
a  fixed  term  of  not  more  than  25  years  or  for  a  life  term. 

There  are  some  68  residences  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  for 
which  rights  of  use  and  occupancy  could  be  retained  under  this  pro¬ 
vision.  We  recognize  the  problems  proposed  by  this  legislation,  par¬ 
ticularly  along  the  Smith  River  and,  accordingly,  do  not  object  to 
protective  language  on  this  point. 

The  Department  is  in  accord  with  the  omissions  from  the  Senate- 
passed  bill  of  provisions  previously  contained  in  the  administration 
bill  which  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  transfer  to  the 
State  of  California  land  under  his  jurisdiction  in  the  King  Range  area 
of  California  and  the  Muir  Woods  National  Monument.  The  State  of 
California  does  not  now  have  an  active  interest  in  acquiring  either 
of  these  Federal  areas.  There  is,  therefore,  no  need  for  these  provisions. 

The  Senate-passed  bill  contains  no  provision  for  annual  economic 
adjustment  payments  to  Del  Norte  County  and  its  local  governmental 
bodies  to  offset  the  immediate  impact  of  land  acquisition  for  the  park. 
We  are  in  accord  with  the  omission  of  this  provision  from  the  bill  as 
originally  recommended  by  the  administration. 

Depending  upon  the  size  and  location  of  the  park  finally  determined 
by  the  Congress,  the  estimated  5-year  cost  of  development  may  range 
from  about  $20.5  million  for  the  original  administration  bill  to  $18.5 
million  for  the  Senate-passed  bill.  Similarly,  the  annual  operating  costs 
should  be  within  a  range  of  $800,000  to  $835,000. 

This  Department  agrees  with  what  it  believes  to  be  the  viewpoints 
of  members  of  this  committee,  the  State  of  California,  the  timber 
companies  involved,  and  the  residents  of  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt 
Counties — namely,  that  it  is  to  the  interest  of  all  concerned  that  this 


jtly.  Therefore,  we  urge  that  this 
ong  the  lines  indicated  above  in 
rave  attended  the  question  of  a 


matter  be  settled  and  settled  prom 
committee  take  favorable  action  a 
order  that  the  uncertainties  that 
Redwood  National  Park  for  the  last  several  years  be  removed  from 
the  minds  of  all  concerned. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  the  establishment  of  a 
Redwood  National  Park,  along  the  lines  discussed  above,  is  in  accord 
with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Stewart  L.  Udall, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  27,  1967. 

Hon.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

House  of  Representatives . 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  recpiested  in  your  letter  of  May  9,  1967, 
here  is  our  report  on  H.R.  7742,  H.R.  8384,  and  H.R.  8776,  identical 
bills  to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
and  Seashore  and  the  King  Range  National  Conservation  Area  in  the 
State  of  California,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  Point  Reyes 
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National  Seashore,  and  to  provide  economic  assistance  to  local  gover- 
mental  bodies  affected  thereby. 

These  bills  have  three  major  objectives.  First,  they  would  establish 
a  Redwood  National  Park  and  Seashore  in  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt 
Counties,  Calif.  The  proposed  national  park  and  seashore  would  con¬ 
tain  approximately  53,000  acres  of  redwoods  and  seashore  areas.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  be  authorized  and  directed  to  investi¬ 
gate  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Committees  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  before  June  30,  1968,  on  the  location  and  acquisition 
of  the  tallest  redwood  trees. 

The  second  major  objective  would  be  the  establishment  of  the  King 
Range  National  Conservation  Area.  This  would  be  an  area  of  not  to 
exceed  31,500  acres  of  public  lands  in  California.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  would  be  authorized  and  directed  to  consolidate  and  manage 
the  public  lands  in  this  area  for  multiple-use  and  sustained-yield 
purposes. 

Finally,  these  bills  would  increase  to  $44,500,000  the  authorization 
for  the  acquisition  of  lands  and  interests  in  lands  for  the  Point  Reyes 
National  Seashore. 

On  February  23,  1966,  the  President  proposed  to  the  Congress  the 
creation  of  a  Redwood  National  Park  in  northern  California.  Legisla¬ 
tion  to  establish  the  park  was  submitted  to  the  89th  Congress  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  on  that  day.  It  was  introduced  as  H.R. 
13042.  No  action  was  taken  by  the  committee  on  H.R.  13042. 

In  his  message  of  January  30,  1967,  on  protecting  our  national 
heritage,  the  President  again  recommended  the  establishment  of  a 
Redwood  National  Park.  On  March  11,  1967,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  submitted  legislation  to  establish  such  a  park.  That  proposal 
has  been  introduced  as  H.R.  10951. 

H.R.  10951  would  provide  for  establishing  a  Redwood  National  Park 
of  not  more  than  45,200  acres  as  depicted  on  the  drawing  numbered 
NP-RED-7102A,  dated  February  1967,  which  would  be  on  file  and 
available  for  public  inspection  in  the  office  of  the  National  Park  Serv¬ 
ice.  It  would  also  provide  for  the  transfer  of  not  more  than  31,000 
acres  in  the  King  Range  area  to  the  State  of  California.  It  does  not 
seek  to  treat  the  financing  of  acquisition  for  Point  Reyes  National 
Seashore. 

This  Department  recommends  the  enactment  of  H.R.  10951  rather 
than  the  other  bills  mentioned  above. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  the  enactment  of  H.R. 
10951  would  be  in  accord  with  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  17,  1968. 

Hon.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

House  oj  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  you  asked,  here  is  our  report  on  H.R. 
13508  and  S.  2515,  “To  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood 
National  Park  in  the  State  of  California  and  for  other  purposes.” 

H.R.  13508  and  S.  2515  would  authorize  the  establishment  of  a 
national  park  in  the  coastal  redwood  region  of  California  which  would 


be  substantially  larger  and  more  expensive  than  the  park  originally 
proposed  by  the  administration.  The  park  would  consist  of  approxi¬ 
mately  64,000  acres  in  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  favors  the  preservation  of  additional 
areas  of  outstanding  primeval  coastal  redwood  through  establishment 
of  a  redwood  national  park. 

However,  this  Department  has  consistently  and  vigorously  objected 
to  the  exchange  of  national  forest  lands  to  acquire  private  lands  within 
a  proposed  national  park.  Such  a  payment-in-kind  provision  is  em¬ 
bodied  in  subsection  3(b)  of  both  H.R.  13508  and  S.  2515.  The  pro¬ 
vision  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  acquire  private 
lands  within  the  proposed  park  by  exchange  of  federally  owned  prop¬ 
erty  he  may  designate  within  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  in 
Del  Norte  County.  The  federally  owned  property  in  this  unit  is  na¬ 
tional  forest  land. 

Our  reasons  for  opposing  “payment  in  kind”  were  expressed  by 
Forest  Service  Chief  Edward  P.  Cliff  at  hearings  held  by  your  sub¬ 
committee  on  Parks  and  Recreation  on  July  12,  1967. 

We  deeply  concerned  that  exchange  of  national  forest  lands  to 
acquire  lands  for  the  Redwood  National  Park  will  serve  in  the  future 
as  an  example  and  precedent  for  proponents  of  other  Federal  projects. 
Over  the  years  similar  proposals  have  been  advanced  in  regard  to 
forest  lands  acquired  for  reservoirs,  highways,  and  for  other  recreation 
areas.  Similar  suggestions  have  recently  been  made  in  connection  with 
other  proposed  national  parks. 

Establishment  of  a  Redwood  National  Park  is  an  important  con¬ 
servation  objective.  Equally  important  is  the  maintenance  of  the 
integrity  of  the  national  forests.  Both  the  national  parks  and  the 
national  forests  make  valuable  public  contributions.  The  possible 
short-term  benefits  of  using  national  forest  lands  to  compensate  a 
few  owners  of  timberlands  within  the  proposed  Redwood  National 
Park  would  be  offset  by  a  loss  of  continuing  long-term  contributions 
the  national  forest  lands  can  make.  The  tradeoff  of  the  purchase 
unit  would  be  an  open  invitation  for  others  to  demand  the  use 
of  national  forest  lands  as  compensation  for  private  lands  needed  to 
establish  what  sponsors  believe  are  special  and  unique  Federal  proj¬ 
ects.  The  ultimate  result  can  be  a  serious  fragmentation  of  the  na¬ 
tional  forest  system. 

The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  is  an  important  element  of 
the  national  forest  system.  The  national  forest  lands  within  the  unit 
have  been  and  are  now  being  protected,  developed,  and  administered 
the  same  as  other  national  forest  lands  throughout  the  Nation. 

The  purchase  unit  was  established  in  1935  by  the  National  Forest 
Reservation  Commission  pursuant  to  the  Weeks  Act  of  1911.  The 
Weeks  Act  authorizes  acquisition  of  lands  to  promote  production  of 
timber  and  stream  flow  regulation  and  provides  that  “the  lands 
acquired  under  this  Act  shall  be  'permanently  reserved,  held  and  ad¬ 
ministered  as  national  forest  lands”.  [Emphasis  added.]  In  recommend¬ 
ing  the  purchase  unit  to  the  National  Forest  Reservation  Commis¬ 
sion,  the  Forest  Service  noted  that  the  coast  redwood  forest  was  the 
only  major  timber  type  not  represented  in  the  national  forests.  The 
record  is  clear  that  the  purpose  was  not  to  create  a  redwood  park,  but 
to  secure  an  area  in  the  redwood  type  to  be  used  as  a  demonstration 
forest  and  to  insure  conservative  logging  methods  when  harvesting 
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operations  are  desirable.  Accordingly,  the  Forest  Service  has  con¬ 
ducted  redwood  research  and  practiced  redwood  silviculture  in  the 
unit  for  over  25  years. 

The  reasons  for  the  existence  of  the  purchase  unit  are  as  important 
today  as  they  were  32  years  ago  when  the  unit  was  established.  After 
a  Redwood  National  Park  is  created,  90  percent  of  the  approximately 
1.6  million  acres  of  redwood-type  forest  lands  will  remain  in  private 
ownership — largely  for  the  production  and  harvesting  of  timber 
products.  The  purchase  unit  will  continue  to  have  an  important  role 
in  promoting  sustained-yield  redwood  timber  growing  and  utilization, 
in  evaluating  harvesting  practices  designed  to  protect  watershed, 
wildlife,  and  scenic  values,  and  in  demonstrating  management  of 
redwood  forest  lands  under  multiple-use  principles. 

The  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  also  makes  important  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  economy  of  the  surrounding  area.  In  recent  years, 
16  different,  operators  have  bought  timber  from  the  purchase  unit. 
The  allowable  timber  harvest  of  the  unit  is  now  fully  utilized — -gener¬ 
ating  employment  in  local  industries.  Receipts  from  purchase  unit 
timber  have  generated  Federal  payments  to  Del  Norte  County  of 
$1.5  million  under  the  revenue-sharing  provisions  of  the  Weeks  Act — 
an  average  of  $150,200,000  per  year  in  recent  years. 

One  stated  objective  of  “trading  off”  the  purchase  unit  is  to  lessen 
the  impact  of  park  accpiisitions  on  the  local  economy.  We  fail  to  see 
how  the  trade-off  will  accomplish  this  objective. 

It  will  not  create  any  new  jobs,  since  the  full  allowable  cut  is  now 
available  to  timber  operators.  The  jobs  would  merely  be  shifted  among 
companies.  It  will  not  make  additional  timber  available  for  local 
processing,  unless  it  is  overcut.  The  timber  itself  is  of  lower  quality 
than  that  on  the  timberland  which  would  be  acquired  for  the  park. 
And  the  ownership  change  will  likely  cause  a  net  decrease  in  revenues 
to  the  local  government.  We  estimate  that  the  tax  value  of  the  pur¬ 
chase  unit  lands  to  Del  Norte  County  will  be  less  than  the  county’s 
share  of  timber  receipts. 

Another  objective  of  the  trade-off  is  to  help  make  whole  the  com¬ 
panies  affected  by  park  acquisitions.  We  question  the  wisdom  of 
singling  out  these  companies  among  the  hundreds  preceding  them 
who  were  compensated  in  cash  for  acquisitions  of  their  timberlands 
for  public  purposes.  A  few  large  companies  would  be  favored  at  the 
expense  of  others  in  the  area  who  rely  upon  the  opportunity  to  bid  l 
on  purchase  unit  timber. 

A  third  objective  of  the  trade-off  is  to  reduce  the  cash  appropriation 
necessary  to  acquire  private  lands  within  the  park.  A  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  can  be  established  without  the  proposed  exchange  of 
national  forest  lands.  The  proposed  park  is  important  enough  in  its 
own  right  to  warrant  the  cost.  The  relative  contribution  the  purchase 
unit  can  make  to  total  park  costs  is  not  important  enough  to  justify 
violation  of  a  longstanding  conservation  principle. 

We  therefore  strongly  recommend  that  legislation  authorizing  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  Redwood  National  Park  not  authorize  the  exchange 
of  lands  within  the  northern  redwood  purchase  unit  to  assist  in  the 
acquisition  of  private  land  within  the  park  boundaries. 
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The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  and  that  enactment  of  legislation  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  Redwood  National  Park  would  be  in  accord  with  the  President’s 
program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington  D.C.,  May  17,  1968. 

Hon.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  Longworth  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Your  letter  of  November  27,  1967,  requested 
a  report  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  H.R.  13508,  a  bill  “to 
authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  the 
State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes,”  and  S.  2515,  which  is 
the  same  except  that  it  does  not  contain  the  detailed  restrictions  on 
the  land  exchange  authorities  in  section  3(b)  of  the  Senate  bill. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  concurs  with  the  report  which  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  is  submitting  to  your  committee  on  these  bills. 

Establishment  of  a  Redwood  National  Park,  along  the  lines  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Interior  report,  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program 
of  the  President. 

Sincerely, 

Phillip  S.  Hughes,  Deputy  Director. 


COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATION 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  recommends  enact¬ 
ment  of  S.  2515,  as  amended. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  TO  ACCOMPANY  REPORT  OF  S. 
2515,  AMENDED,  TO  ESTABLISH  A  REDWOOD  NATIONAL 
PARK 

While  we  are  fully  in  accord  with  the  committee’s  intent  in  recom¬ 
mending  establishment  of  a  Redwood  National  Park,  we  believe  a 
much  more  spacious  park  is  desirable. 

We  cooperated  with  the  committee  in  reporting  this  limited  pro¬ 
posal  out  of  a  desire  to  see  some  measure  move  forward  to  the  floor 
for  a  vote  in  this  session.  Because  of  the  short  time  remaining  in 
which  to  send  a  bill  to  the  Rules  Committee,  we  recognized  that  it 
was  necessary  to  proceed  on  the  basis  of  general  agreement  within 
the  committee.  Accordingly,  we  reluctantly  deferred  any  effort  to 
add  breadth  to  the  boundaries.  We  did  so,  however,  with  the  clear 
understanding  that  we  would  reserve  the  right  to  amend  the  bill 
on  the  floor,  giving  the  entire  membership  of  the  House  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  work  its  will  on  this  long-delayed  and  highly  important 
conservation  issue. 

In  explaining  our  reasons  for  supporting  such  a  limited  measure, 
we  want  clearly  to  record  our  conviction  that  the  boundaries  in  this 
plan  are  in  no  sense  adequate.  The  focus  of  this  plan  is  upon  two  State 
parks  which  are  already  well  protected  and  administered  for  public 
enjoyment.  No  important  national  purpose  is  served  by  changing 
their  administration  if  they  alone  are  the  focal  point  of  Federal  effort. 

In  most  public  discussion  of  this  subject,  the  focas  has  been  on  saving 
the  magnificent  redwood  stands  that  were  discovered  in  1964  on 
Redwood  Creek  and  on  providing  a  national  park  there  of  sufficient 
breadth  to  preserve  the  forests’  living  environment  and  to  serve 
countless  generations  of  future  Americans.  These  purposes  cannot 
be  served  by  a  mere  strip  a  quarter-mile  wride  on  either  side  of  Red¬ 
wood  Creek,  as  this  bill  provides.  With  the  exception  of  the  Emerald 
Mile,  the  upper  slopes  all  along  the  creek  are  left  unprotected.  Logging 
there  will  severely  disrupt  the  view  and  will  expose  the  strip  below 
to  the  hazards  of  windthrows  and  erosion,  rendering  its  future  doubt¬ 
ful.  The  stands  on  these  slopes  are  among  the  finest  redwood  slope 
stands  in  existence  and  should  be  preserved  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
park. 

The  adjoining  drainages  of  Lost  Man  Creek,  Little  Lost  Man 
Creek,  and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek,  all  tributaries  of  Redwood  Creek, 
also  belong  in  the  park.  Lost  Man  Creek  contains  the  largest  con¬ 
centration  of  extra-large  redwood  still  in  existence  outside  a  State 
park.  Little  Lost  Man  and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creeks  are  two  of  the 
finest  remaining  watersheds  which  still  support  virgin  redwood 
throughout  nearly  all  their  length.  Thus  they  are  ecologically  unique 
and  are  necessary  to  give  the  national  park  stature  and  diversity. 

In  acting  as  it  did,  the  committee  faced  a  double  dilemma.  If  it  had 
delayed  much  longer  in  trying  to  perfect  boundaries,  it  would  have 
been  difficult  to  meet  the  deadline  which  the  rules  committee  set. 
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But  in  so  limiting  the  intended  acquisitions,  some  of  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  acquisitions  have  been  left  out.  If  they  are  not  restored,  they  will 
surely  be  logged  in  due  time  and  lost  forever  as  forests  centuries  old. 
We  hope  our  colleagues  will  join  us  in  seeking  restoration  of  key  areas 
to  comprise  the  kind  of  Redwood  National  Park  that  the  American 
people  have  every  right  to  expect. 

.John  P.  Saylor. 

Theodore  R.  Kupferman. 

John  V.  Tunney. 

Morris  Udall. 

Thomas  S.  Foley. 

Additional  Individual  Views  of  Congressman  Thomas  S.  Foley 

I  am  deeply  concerned  that  H.R.  10951  fails  to  incorporate  one 
of  the  most  beneficial  provisions  adopted  by  the  Senate — the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  the  northern  purchase  unit.  Under  these  provisions  a  private 
timber  company  losing  substantial  acreages  to  the  park  is  given  a 
right  to  exchange  these  acreages  for  lands  contained  in  a  14, 567- 
acre  area  in  Del  Norte  County,  operated  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

This  so-called  northern  purchase  unit  is  serving  no  purpose,  and  is 
remotely  valuable  as  its  use  might  accomplish  three  desirable  ob¬ 
jectives: 

1.  The  enlargement  of  the  proposed  national  park  to  include 
magnificent  stands  now  in  private  ownership; 

2.  The  compensation  for  these  private  lands  not  in  money  but 
in  timber  areas  which  could  insure  the  continued  operation  of  private 
redwood  companies  with  their  attendant  benefits  to  the  local  economy; 
and 

3.  The  corresponding  reduction  in  cost  to  the  taxpayers  at  a  time 
which  dictates  fiscal  restraint. 

I  am  amazed  that  the  committee  has  failed  to  seize  the  opportunity 
to  make  all  or  most  of  this  area  available  as  a  keystone  in  building  a 
truly  impressive  Redwoods  National  Park.  I  hope  the  House  will 
correct  this  oversight  at  the  earliest  opportunity. 

Thomas  S.  Foley. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  TO  ACCOMPANY  REPORT  ON  S.  2515, 
AMENDED,  TO  ESTABLISH  A  REDWOOD  NATIONAL 
PARK 

The  proposed  Redwood  National  Park  reported  by  the  Interior 
Committee  may  be  justified  as  a  vehicle  for  moving  this  legislation 
forward,  but  in  its  specifics  it  fails  to  accomplish  most  of  the  objectives 
for  which  such  a  park  has  been  sought. 

In  considering  this  matter,  the  committee  faced  the  task  of  recon¬ 
ciling  three  conflicting  factors:  the  need  to  preserve  enough  redwoods 
for  the  Nation’s  use,  the  welfare  of  the  operating  companies  owning 
the  forests  and  the  local  economy  dependent  upon  this  industry,  and 
the  cost.  It  was  known  that  reconciliation  of  these  factors  would 
produce  a  compromise,  and  a  fair  compromise  would  be  acceptable. 
But  this  plan  is  not  a  fair  compromise.  The  committee  has  settled  for  a 
plan  smaller  than  that  in  the  smallest  bill  before  the  committee — and 
even  containing  less  than  the  lumber  companies  have  indicated  was 
acceptable  to  them.  In  short,  the  plan  is  inadequate. 

Enlargement  of  the  boundaries  to  include  Lost  Man  Creek,  Little 
Lost  Man  Creek  and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek  would  have  made  the 
plan  at  least  respectable.  It  is  unfortunate  that  the  committee  did  not 
include  these  areas.  The  addition  of  the  slopes  from  ridge  line  to  ridge 
line  along  the  Emerald  Mile  did  improve  the  protection  afforded  that 
fragile  area,  and  it  was  gratifying  that  the  amendment  to  include  the 
slopes  was  adopted  by  the  full  committee.  However,  the  plan  as  a 
whole  still  lacks  coherence  and  breadth. 

Other  than  State  parks  which  are  already  preserved  and  open  for 
public  use,  this  national  park  would  offer  only  a  half-mile- wide 
corridor  running  along  Redwood  Creek,  for  a  dozen  miles.  While  the 
trees  in  this  riverside  frontage  are  magnificent,  there  is  really  no  room 
in  this  frontage  to  accommodate  public  use.  There  is  no  room  for 
campgrounds  and  interpretive  facilities. 

Moreover,  the  frontage  can  hardly  survive  if  it  stands  alone  in  a 
setting  stripped  of  the  rest  of  its  timber.  What  kind  of  national  park 
will  we  have  if  it  is  no  more  than  a  ribbon  of  trees  wandering  through 
a  wasteland  of  logged  off  slopes?  The  rains  and  winds  of  winters  storm 
will  soon  reduce  the  corridor  to  clumps  of  trees  clinging  precariously 
to  life.  After  years  of  stress  on  the  importance  of  watershed  protection, 
the  committee  has  not  provided  for  it  by  basic  design  except  along 
the  Emerald  Mile.  Only  the  uncertain  hope  of  watershed  easements 
are  held  out  to  protect  the  park.  The  practical  meaning  of  such  ease¬ 
ments  in  areas  where  the  companies  insist  they  must  clear-cut  is  hard 
to  fathom,  unless  further  fee  acquisitions  are  contemplated.  If  this 
will  be  the  result,  it  should  be  reflected  in  the  basic  design  of  the 
boundary. 

The  committee  neglected  the  opportunity  to  include  a  number  of 
complete  watersheds  which  are  protectible  and  harbor  superlative 
forests.  These  are  Lost  Man  Creek,  Little  Lost  Man  Creek,  and  Skunk 
Cabbage  Creek.  They  are  all  included  in  the  original  preferred  plan 
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suggested  by  the  National  Park  Service  in  1964,  and  were  included  in 
the  administration’s  1967  recommendation  as  an  optional  component. 
Lost  Man  Creek  supports  the  greatest  concentration  of  extra-large 
old-growth  Redwood  still  extant  and  unprotected,  while  Little  Lost 
Man  and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creeks  represent  rare  surviving  examples  of 
watersheds  still  sustaining  virgin  growth  from  their  mouths  to  their 
sources.  As  intact  ecological  units,  they  are  priceless  resources  for 
research,  as  well  as  for  primitive  recreation.  All  will  be  irretrievably  lost 
to  logging  if  not  included  in  a  national  park. 

Section  3(A)  requires  conveyance  of  the  State  parks  by  the  State 
of  California  as  a  condition  precedent  to  any  Federal  acquisition  of 
private  land.  This  provision  handcuffs  the  Federal  Government  and 
makes  it  dependent  on  action  by  the  State. 

The  full  membership  of  the  House  of  Representatives  will  have  to 
decide  whether  it  really  wants  a  Redwood  National  Park.  If  it  does, 
substantial  acreage  must  be  restored  to  the  boundaries  and  the 
Federal  Government  must  be  freed  to  move  without  State  consent. 
Only  in  this  way  can  the  hopes  the  American  people  hold  for  the 
Redwoods  be  realized. 

William  F.  Ryan. 

Hugh  L.  Carey. 

Patsy  T.  Mink. 

Phillip  Burton. 

Robert  W.  Kastenmeier. 

Theodore  R.  Kupferman. 

Concurring  Views  of  Congressman  Theodore  R.  Kupferman 

It  would  seem  that  the  minimal  result  of  this  legislative  action  with 
respect  to  the  redwoods  raises  the  question  of  whether  our  being 
involved  was  worth  the  trouble.  We  have  taken  the  two  State  parks 
which  in  itself  is  no  advance. 

Considering  the  great  public  interest  in  this  matter,  one  again 
wonders  about  national  priorities  and  the  balancing  of  destruction 
and  preservation. 

To  concur  in  this  action  is  merely  to  acknowledge  the  obvious:  that, 
in  conservation,  something  is  better  than  nothing. 

Ted  Kupferman. 
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Union  Calendar  No.  663 

90th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 

[Report  No.  1630] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

November  2, 1967 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 

July  3, 1968 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  "Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic! 


AN  ACT 

To  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  purpose  of  this  Aot  is  to  preserve  in  their  natural 

4  setting;  for  the  inspiration  and  enjoyment  of  present  and 

5  future  generations::  remaining  virgin  and  old  growth  stands 

6  of  the  redwoods;  the  tallest  living  trees  in  the  world: 

7  SE(h  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Aet;  the 

8  Secretary  of  the  Interior  -(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 

9  -Secretary--)-  is  authorized  to  establish  the  Redwood  National 

10  Park  -(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘-park--)-  in  the  State 

11  of  California-:  The  boundaries  of  the  park  shad  he  as  gen- 
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orally  depicted  an  Ike  drawing  numbered  NP  RED  71127 
and  dated  October  1967,  which  shall  be  an  die  and  available 
tar  pubhe  inspection  in  the  offices  at  the  National  Park 
Serviccy  Department  at  the  Interior?  ffike  Secretary  may 
revise  the  boundaries  at  the  park  tram  time  to  time  by  pub¬ 
lication  in  the  Pederal  Pollster  at  a  revised  drawing  or  other 
banndary  description  bnt  the  total  acreage  within  the  park 
shah  not  he  increased  to  mare  than  sixty-four  tbansand  acres-? 
exclusive  at  submerged  lan (Is. - 

Sec?  -{af  ffihe  Secretary  may  acquire  lands  or  interests 
therein  within  the  boundaries  at  the  park  and  not  mare  than 
ten  acres  at  land  outside  at  the  park  boundaries  iu  the  vicin¬ 
ity  at  Crescent  City?  California?  and  Orick,-  Califamiay  far 
two  administrative  sites  at  not  mare  than  five  acres  each? 
hy  donation  purchase  with  donated  or  appropriated  funds? 

4  i  I*  AV  /  4>n  VI  0*0  W 1  WA|  Oil  1  /1t\T  will  ol  tvo  of  A?  lo  A  /I  l  Cl  A1HTT  OlDJUtill 
trr  icill .  it  1 1  v‘  1 1  nil  lllttT\  TiitlUT  rx  lit.  17  trr  xttlitt  Tt5  tTXTTjr  j ; n I  t  it 

within  such  baundariesy  the  Secretary  may  acquire  all  or  any 
portion  at  the  land  outside  at  such  boundaries  in  order  to 
minimise  the  payment  at  severance  easts:  Band  so  acquired 
outside  at  the  park  boundaries  may  he  exchanged  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  far  nan-Pederal  lands  within  the  park  boundaries? 
Any  land  or  interests  therein  owned  by  the  State  at  Cali¬ 
fornia  within  the  boundaries  at  the  park  may  be  acquired 
only  by  donation?  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
levy  any  Pederal  property  located  within  the  boundaries  of 
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the  park  maxg  with  the  eencureence  of  the  agency  having 
enstedy  theeeei-  he  teaasteeecd  whhaat  censideeation  te  the 

ef  the  paclx  hhe  Seeeetaey  may  entee  iate  contracts  eegaie- 
mg  the  expenditaeey  when  appropriated-,  el  lands  aathoeked 
hy  section  h  el  this  Aety  hat  the  hahihty  el  the  United  States 
andoe  aey  saeh  ennteeet  shah  he  contingent  an  the  appeepei- 
atiea  el  laads  snflleient  te  hrihh  tlte  obligations  therche 


-fh)-  htt  exercising  his  anthaeity  te  aerpnee  property  hy 
exehengeT  the  Secretary  may  accept  title  te  a ay  nen-Pedeeal 
property  within  the  heandaries  el  the  parky  aad  eatside  el 
saeh  heandaries  within  the  hat  its  prescribed  ia  sndscetien 
-fa}-  el  this  see-tiem  Aatwitbstanding  any  ether  precision  el 
lawy  the  Secretary  atay  acpnire  saeh  property  heat  the 
grantor  hy  exchange  lee  aay  ledcrahy  owned  property  endec 
the  jurisdiction  el  the  hhtreaa  el  head  Management  ia  Cali¬ 
fornia,  except  preperty  aeeded  lee  pahhe  ase  aad  manage¬ 
ment,  which  he  classifies  as  suitable  lee  exchange  ee  ethee 


disposal  ee  aay  ledeeahy  ewaed  peepeety  he  may  designate 
■within  the  ^Northern  Redwood  Uarebase  Unit  ia  Uel  Uerte 

Pm  uiItt  Qe  1 1  fe  n'lHO ^P1  t  l v  liO-lutUi  III  tlie  li  rt  1 1  yli  a  q  o,/~y  ey/il  vo  i  >  /va/I 

VS*  /  Yt  1 1 1\  j  V  (till  v '1  1  11  <  l  •  1  lit”  V  ciT  1 1 1  o  tfi  t  1 1  V  |/ 1  U|H  1  l  lv  n  ntt  t  \  Tin  TT^ctT 

either  shah  he  approximately  etptaly  ee  h  they  aee  net  ap¬ 
proximately  epnal  the  value  shah  he  egaahred  hy  the 
payment  el  cash  te  the  grantee  ee  te  the  Secretary  as  the 
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eireumstanees  require-.-  dhreugk  the  exercise  of  his  exchange 
authority,,  tire  Secretary  skulk  to  tire  extent  possible^  mini- 
mere  economic  disleoutien  end  tke  disruption  el  tire  grantor’s 
commercial  eperatiensr 

-(e)-  dbe  owner  el  land  acquired  with  monetary  con¬ 
sideration  and  tire  Secretary  may  agree  that  tke  purchase 
price  will  ire  pah!  in  periodic  installments  ever  a  period 
that  dees  net  exeeed  ten  years,  with  interest  en  unpaid 
balances  at  a  rate  net  in  excess  el  tire  current  average  market 


yield  en  eutstanding 


nt  f  1  ^  p  T  !  nitr^rl 

t7r  tl It  J lltt,  tT 


States  with  reman  ting  perieds  te  maturity  comparable  te  tire 

SeO:  4tt  -(a)-  Any  owner  er  owners  -(kereinalter  in  this 
seetien  referred  te  as  “owner”)  el  impreved  preperty  en  tire 
date  el  its  acquisition  by  tke  Secretary  mayq  as  a 
el  suck  acquisition,  retain  ler  tkemseives  and  tkeir  s 
er  assigns  a  rigkt  el  use  and  occupancy  el  tke  k 
preperty  ler  noncommercial  residential  purposes  ler  a  def¬ 
inite  term  net  te  exeeed  twenty  five  yearsj  eg  in  ken  thereof, 
ler  a  term  ending  at  tke  deatk  el  tire  owner.  OF  tllO  Oft  til 
el  kis  spouse,  whichever  is  tke  later,  dke  e-wner  shall  eieet 
tke  term  te  ire  reservedr  ¥ke  Secretary  shall  pay  to  tke 
ewner  tke  lair  market  value  el  tke  property  en  tke  date  el 
suck  acquisition  less  tke  lair  market  value  en  suck  date  el 
tke  right  retained  ky  tke  ewnere 
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-(b)-  A  right  of  two  tool  oeeupaney  retained  pursuant  to 
to  section  shah  bo  subject  to  termination  bo  fbo  Secretary 
upon  to  deternnnatien  that  otto  two  and  oeeupaney  w  being 
exercised  w  a  manner  ttef  consistent  with  fbo  purposes  of 
fto  Aety  andy  ttpott  fender  fo  fbo  holder  of  fbo  right  tw 
amount  equal  fo  fbo  fair  market  oak-te  of  fbttf  portion  of  fbo 
right  wbieh  remains  unexphedy  snob  right  of  two  twd  oc¬ 
cupancy  sbtth  termbtate  bo  operation  of  btoo 

-(e)-  too  ferw  improved  property”,  tw  used  bt  tto  sce- 
tiony  shah  tttoan  a  detached,  noncommercial  residential 

/I  ]  1  1  >  Q*  fit  o  ltd  yi  VLifvi  lptun  >  /J,  tv  I  >  i  /  « |  >  a  a  ^  y  1  wwviin  I  ^  /  •  f  /  >  . 

11  >>  v  lliil  j^  j  111  v  v  UHell  11  v  tTfv/li  TTl  ''  111  v  IT  W  (iu  1 7 1  ^ (ill  T7  L"i  1*1  1"  t  lU 

bor  Oj  49t>7,  fogotbor  o4tb  so  wueb  of  fito  land  on  -wbieh  fbo 
dwelling  is  shun  tody  the  said  land  being  bt  fbo  same  owner- 
sbip  tw  fbo  dwelling,  as  the  Mee  rotary  sbah  designate  to  bo 
reasonably  necessary  for  fbo  enjoy  went  of  fbo  dwelling  for 
fbo  solo  purpose  of  noncommercial  residential  usey  together 

if  1)  >nnT  eflM  1  of  n  1*0  o  O  f/y  f  1  >  /  i  /I  vl  1 1 1 1  q*  tt’j  i»/i  eif  ii_ 

\  >  Jill  It  1 1  \  TiTL  ttvT tUrt 15  (ttTvoWTT  Tt7  trltr  ttwrTl  1 II  til  nTnrTT  Mitt 

«/  o 

iltoil  Alt  illii  1  ill  l./I  .CIA  <1  l  >  O  j  <V  8  f~  t  >  i  I 
ct  1  111  1111  illv  lit  lilt  uv  111  1 1  cl  11  117 

SEto  A  too  Secretary  sbtdl  administer  the  path  bt  ac¬ 
cordance  with  fbo  provisions  of  fbo  Act  of  August  2by  494b 
-f39  rStat.  535-y  4b  toSAb  -1  4)  ,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented 

Sect  A  tooro  are  boroby  authorized  to  bo  appropriated 
$400,000,000  for  land  aeqtoition  to  earry  out  tbo  provisions 
of  tto  Aot r 


1 

2 

O 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


0 

That  in  order  to  preserve  •significant  examples  of  the  prime- 
rid  coastal  redwood  (Sequoia  semper  virens)  forests  and,  the 
streams  and  seashores  with  which  they  are  associated  for 
purposes  of  public  inspiration,  enjoyment,  and  scientific 
study,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  establish 
an  area  to  be  known  as  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  Del 
Norte  and  ITumboldt  Counties,  California. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  area  to  be  included,  within  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  is  that  generally  depicted  on  the  map 
entitled  “ Proposed  Redwood  National  Park”,  numbered 
NP-RED-7113,  and,  dated  June  1068,  copies  of  which  map 
shall  be  kept  available  for  public  inspection  in  the  offices  of 
the  National  Park  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
shall  be  filed,  with  appropriate  officers  of  Del  Norte  and 
Humboldt  Counties.  The  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time, 
unth  a  view  to  carrying  out  the  purpose  of  this  Act  and  with 
particular  attention  to  minimizing  siltation  of  the  streams, 
damage  to  the  timber,  and  assuring  the  preservation  of  the 
scenery  within  the  boundaries  of  the  national  park  and  sea¬ 
shore  as  depicted  on  said  map,  modify  said  boundaries,  giv¬ 
ing  notice  of  any  changes  involved  therein  by  publication  of 
a  revised  drawing  or  boundary  description  in  the  Federal 
Register  and  by  filing  said  revision  with  the  officers  with 
whom  the  original  map  was  filed,  but  the  acreage  within 
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said  park  shall  at  no  time  exceed  twenty-eight  thousand 
five  hundred  acres,  exclusive  of  submerged  lands. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  the  boundaries  of  the  park  and  seashore  shall  not 
include  existing  State  highways,  but  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  may  cooperate  with  appropriate  officials  of  the  Stale 
of  California  and.  of  Del  Norte  and.  Humboldt  Counties  in 
patrolling  and  maintaining  such  roads  and  highways. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  lands 
and  interests  in  land  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood 
National  Park  and,  in  addition  thereto,  not  mare  than  ten 
acres  outside  of  those  boundaries  for  an  administrative  site 
or  sites.  Such  acquisition  may  be  by  donation,  purchase  with 
appropriated,  or  donated  funds,  exchange,  or  otherwise,  but 
lands  and  interests  in  land,  owned  by  the  State  of  California 
may  be  acquired  only  by  donation,  and  no  other  lands  or 
interests  in  land  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  shall  be 
acquired  until  said  Stale  has  conveyed  or  agreed  to  convey 
the  lands  owned  by  it  therein  to  the  United  States  for  the 
purpose  of  this  Act.  If  any  individual  tract  or  parcel  of  land 
to  be  acquired  is  partly  inside  and  partly  outside  said,  bound¬ 
aries,  the  Secretary  may ,  in  order  to  minimize  the  payment 
of  severance  damages,  acquire  the  whole  of  the  tract  or  parcel, 
exchange  that  part  of  it  which  is  outside  the  boundaries  for 
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land  or  interests  in  land,  inside  the  boundaries  or  for  other 
land  or  interests  in  land  to  be  acquired  pursuant  to  this  Act, 
and  dispose  of  so  much  thereof  as  is  not  so  utilized  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  377),  as  amended 
(40  TJ.S.C.  471  et  seq.).  The  cost  of  any  land  so  acquired 
and  disposed  of  shall  not  be  charged,  against  the  limitation 
on  authorized  appropriations  contained  in  section  10  of  this 
Act. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  to  acquire,  as 
provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  lands  and  interests 
in  land  bordering  both  sides  of  the  highway  between  the  pres¬ 
ent  southern  boundary  of  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park 
and  a  point  on  Redwood  Creek  near  the  town  of  Orick  to  a 
depth  sufficient  to  maintain  or  to  restore  a  screen  of  trees 
between  the  highway  and  the  land  behind  the  screen  and  the 
activities  conducted  thereon. 

(c)  In  order  to  afford  as  full  protection  as  is  reasonably 
possible  to  the  timber,  soil,  and  streams  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  park,  the  Secretary  is  authorized,  by  any  of  the  means 
set  out  in  subsection  ( a)  of  this  section,  to  acquire  interests  in 
land,  from,  and,  to  enter  into  contracts  and,  cooperative  agree¬ 
ments  with ,  the  owners  of  land  on  the  periphery  of  the 
park  and  on  watersheds  tributary  to  streams  within  the  park 
designed  to  assure  that  the  consequences  of  forestry  man- 
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agement,  timbering,  land  use  and  soil  conservation  practices 
conducted  thereon,  or  of  the  lack  of  such  practices,  will  not 
adversely  affect  the  timber,  soil,  and  streams  within  the  park 


as  aforesaid.  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term  “interests  in 


land’'  does  not  include  fee  title  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that 
the  cost  of  a  necessary  less-than-fee  interest  would  be  dispro¬ 
portionately  high  as  compared  with  the  estimated  cost  of  the 
fee.  No  acquisition  shall  be  effectuated  except  by  donation  and 
no  contract  or  cooperative  agreement  shall  be  executed  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  until 
sixty  days  after  he  has  notified  the  President  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  his  in¬ 
tended  action  and  of  the  costs  and  benefits  to  the  United  States 
involved  therein. 

(d)  Upon  agreement  by  the  State  of  California  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  same  as  a  part  of  its  State  park  system,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire,  by  any  of  the  means  set 
out  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  tract  of  land,  corn- 
prism  g  approximately  three  hundred  and  ninety  acres,  in 
sections  5,  8,  and  9,  township  1  north,  range  2  east,  which 
is  frequently  referred  to  as  the  Van  Duzen  grove  and,  upon 
request  of  the  State,  to  transfer  title  to  said  tract  to  it.  Said 
title  shall  revert  to  the  United  States  if  the  State  fails  or  ceases 
to  administer  the  land  for  public  park  and  recreation  pur- 
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poses  or  if  it  attempts  to  transfer  the  title  to  any  third  party 
for  airy  purpose. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Improved  property  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park  shall  not  be  subject  to  condemna¬ 
tion  as  lony  as  it  conforms  to  zoning  bylaws  established  by  the 
county  in  which  the  property  is  situated,  which  bylaws  con¬ 
form  to  standards  set  by  the  Secretary.  Such  bylaws  shall  be 
designed  among  other  things,  (i )  to  permit  only  such  minor 
improvements  on  the  property  as  are  compatible  with  the 
purpose  of  the  park  and  seashore  and  (ii)  to  promote  the 
purpose  of  the  park  and  seashore  by  establishing  acreage 
limits,  frontage  and  setback  requirements,  and  procedures  for 
giving  public  notice  of  zoning,  variances,  and,  exceptions. 

(b)  The  owner  of  improved  property  on  the  date  of  its 
acquisition  by  the  Secretary  under  this  Act  may,  as  a  condi¬ 
tion  of  such  acquisition,  retain  for  himself  and  his  heirs  and 
assigns  a  right  of  use  and  occupancy  of  the  improved  prop¬ 
erty  for  noncommercial  residential  purposes  for  a  definite 
term  of  not  more  than  twenty-five  years  or,  in  lieu  thereof,  for 
a  term  ending  at  the  death  of  the  owner  or  the  death  of  his 
spouse,  (vhichever  is  later.  The  owner  shall  elect  the  term  to 
be  reserved.  Unless  the  property  is  wholly  or  partially  donated 
to  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  shall  pay  the  owner  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  property  on  the  date  of  acquisition 
minus  the  fair  market  value  on  that  date  of  the  right  retained 
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by  the  owner.  A  right  retained  'pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
be  subject  to  termination  by  the  Secretary  upon  his  determi¬ 
nation  that  it  is  being  exercised,  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with 
the  purpose  of  this  Act,  and  it  shall  terminate  by  operation 
of  law  upon  the  Secretary  s  'notifying  the  holder  of  the  right 
of  such  determination  and  tendering  to  him  an  amount  equcd 
to  the  fair  market  value  of  that  portion  of  the  right  which 
rem  ains  unexpired. 

(c)  The  term  “ improved  property  \  as  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion,  means  a  detached,  noncommercial  residential  dwelling , 
the  construction  of  which  was  begun  before  October  9,  1967, 
together  with  so  much  of  the  land  on  which  the  dwelling  is 
situated,  the  said  land  being  in  the  same  ownership  as  the 
dwelling,  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate  to  be  reasonably 
necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  dwelling  for  the  sole  pur¬ 
pose  of  noncommercial  residential  use,  together  with  any 
structures  accessory  to  the  dwelling  which  are  situated  on  the 
land  so  designated. 

Sec.  5.  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  lands  and 
interests  in  land,  by  exchange  under  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
may  accept  title  to  non-F cderal  property  and  transfer  to  the 
grantor  any  federally  owned  property  under  his  jurisdiction 
in  the  State  of  California,  except  property  needed  for  pub¬ 
lic  use  and  management,  which  he  classifies  as  suitable  for 
exchange  or  other  disposal.  The  values  of  the  properties  so 
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exchanged  either  shall  be  approximately  equal  or,  if  they  are 
not  approximately  equal,  shall  be  equalized  by  the  payment 
of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  to  the  Secretary  as  the  circum¬ 
stances  require. 

Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
any  Federal  property  located  within  any  of  the  areas  de¬ 
scribed  in  sections  2  and  3  of  this  Act  may,  with  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  head  of  the  agency  having  custody  thereof, 
be  transferred  without  consideration  to  the  administrative 
■jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  for  use  by  him  in  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  Secretary  shall  have  the  same  authority  with  respect  to 
contracts  for  the  acquisition  of  land  and  interests  in  land  for 
the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  was  given  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  for  other  land  acquisitions  by  section  34  of  the  Act 
of  May  30,  1908  (35  Stat.  545,  40  U.S.C.  261),  and  the 
Secretary  and,  the  owner  of  land  to  be  acquired  under  this 
Act  may  agree  that  the  purchase  price  will  be  paid,  in  periodic 
installments  over  a  period  that  does  not  exceed  ten  years,  with 
interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  thereof  at  a  rate  which  is  not  in 
excess  of  the  current  average  market  yield,  on  outstanding 
marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States  with  remaining 
periods  to  maturity  comparable  to  the  average  maturities  on 
the  installments. 
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(b)  Judgments  against  the  United  States  for  amounts 
in  excess  of  the  deposit  in  court  made  in  condemnation  actions 
shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  1302  of  the  Act 
of  July  27,  1956  (70  Stat.  694) ,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C. 
724a)  and  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  979),  as 
amended  (28  U.S.C.  2414,  2517). 

Sec.  8.  The  present  practice  of  the  California  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Parks  and  Decreation  of  maintaining  memorial 
groves  of  redwood,  trees  named,  for  benefactors  of  the  State 
redwood,  parks  shall  be  continued  by  the  Secretary  in  the 
Dedwood  National  Park. 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  Dedwood, 
National  Park  and  Seashore  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Act  of  August  25, 1916  (39  Stat.  535, 16  U.S.C. 
1-4),  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Sec.  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  more  than  $56,750,000  for  acquistion  of  lands  and  in¬ 
terests  in  land  pursuant  to  section  3  of  this  Act  and  not  more 
than  $10,000,000  for  necessary  developments  within  the  Ded¬ 
wood  National  Park. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  establish  a 
Redwood  National  Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for 
other  purposes.” 

Passed  the  Senate  November  1,  1967. 

Attest:  FRANCIS  R.  VALEO, 

Secretary. 
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HOUSE  -  July  15.  1968 


1.  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK.  Passed,  388-15,  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  2515,  to 

authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park,  Calif.  pp»  H  , 


E6550 


,LS.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  827,  to  establish  a  nationwide  system  of  ^1  Is 
R.  4865,  a  similar  bill  which  was  passed  earlier  under  suspension  of  the  Spies, 

was  tabled,  pp.  H6693-706  _ _ _ 


-  2  - 


\ 


3.  NHUNGER.  Passed,  164-59,  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  17144,  to  establ/sh 
^  Conunission  on  Hunger,  pp.  H6739-46 


4.  DAIR\.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  3638,  to  provide  indemnity  payments  to  d&iry 

farmers .  H.  R.  17752,  a  similar  bill  which  was  passed  earlier  under  s/spension 
of  the\rules,  was  tabled,  pp.  H6706-7 


5.  COOPERATIVES.  Passed,  272-106,  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  752,  to  amend 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  to  clarify  this  exemption  with  respect  to  transpor¬ 
tation  performed  by  agricultural  cooperative  associations  for  ponmembers.  This 
bill  will  now\e  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  H6728-34 


6.  SCENIC  RIVERS.  Parsed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  ^^0260,  to  provide  for 
a  national  scenic  rivers  system,  pp.  H6717-28 


7.  COMMODITY  EXCHANGES.  P\ssed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  3143,  to  make 
frozen  concentrated,  orange  juice  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act.  pp.  H6750-^l 


8, 


,< 


RECLAMATION.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rul©6  H.  R.  9362,  to  authorize  the 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operates,  and  maintain  the  Mountain  Park 

reclamation  project,  Okla.  pp.\H6683-7 

Passed,  294-104,  under  suspension  of  the/rules  H.  R.  5117,  to  authorize  the 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  stage  1  of  the 

Palmetto  Bend  reclamation  project,  'iW.  /pp.  H6690-93 

Passed,  264-128,  under  suspension  oi/ the  rules  S.  6,  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  opSrhie,  and  maintain  the  first  state  of  the 
Oahe  unit,  James  division,  Missouri /River\Basin  project,  S.  Dak.  pp.  H6713-17 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  2445,  to  amend  the  Federal  Power  Act 
to  clarify  the  manner  in  which  tne  licensing  authority  of  the  Commission  and 
the  right  of  the  U.  S.  to  take/over  a  project  or  projects  upon  or  after  the 
expiration  of  any  license  she'll  be  exercised.  H/R.  12698,  a  similar  bill, 
which  was  passed  earlier  upoer  suspension  of  the  rhjes ,  was  tabled,  pp.  H6707- 
11 


10.  TRADE  FAIRS.  Passed,  142-35,  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  H.  R.  18340,  to 


( 


» amend  the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  to  provide  for  the  Continuation  of  autho¬ 
rity  to  develop  American  flag  carriers  and  promote  the  foreign  commerce  of  the 
S.  through  the /is e  of  mobile  trade  fairs,  pp.  H6746-47 


U. 


11.  WILDLIFE.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  11026,  toNaraend  the  act 

of  September  T5,  1960,  for  the  purpose  of  developing  and  enhancing  recreational 
opportunitipd  and  improving  the  fish  and  wildlife  programs  at  reservations 
covered  by/said  act.  pp.  H6737-39 


12.  ORGANIZATION.  Rep.  Roth  discussed  his  bill  to  establish  a  "Hoover- typeV.  commis¬ 
sion  y/to  study  completely  and  fully  the  usefulness,  scope,  and  substancevof  all 
Federal  programs  and  activities."  pp.  H6753-63 


House  of  Representatives 

(Proceedings  of  the  House  of  Representatives  Continued  From  the  Record  of  July  15,  1968) 


AUTHORIZING  ESTABLISHMENT  OF 
REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

Mr.  HANNA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  current 
proposal  for  the  establishment  of  a  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  has  placed  those  of 
us  who  have  long  worked  for  a  strong 
national  park  system  in  a  rather  difficult 
position.  Because  of  the  wording  of  the 
proposal,  and  because  of  the  deadlines 
that  exist  due  to  the  heavy  schedule  be¬ 
fore  us,  we  are  being  asked  to  choose  be¬ 
tween  a  very  poor  national  park  and  no 
national  park  at  all.  For  all  those  who 
had  hoped  for  the  creation  of  an  ade¬ 
quate  and  well-planned  park,  the  choice 
is  a  very  disappointing  one. 

The  California  redwoods,  the  world’s 
tallest  living  things,  symbolize,  in  the 
words  of  Michael  McClosky,  “the  force 
of  life  itself  in  a  world  in  which  man  has 
crowded  nature  too  closely.”  Once 
spreading  over  much  of  North  America 
and  dating  back  to  prehistoric  times, 
the  redwoods  have  dwindled  in  number 
until  the  only  surviving  members  of  the 
species  are  those  which  exist  along  the 
California  coast.  Crowding  nature,  man 
has  done  his  best  to  destroy  even  the  re¬ 
maining  forests  that  still  existed  here  a 
century  ago,  and  today  he  has  nearly 
succeeded  in  his  task.  It  is  not  a  melo¬ 
dramatic  statement  to  say  that  if  this 
Congress  is  unable  to  pass  legislation  to 
protect  these  last  virgin  forests,  there 
may  well  be  nothing  left  to  protect  by 
the  time  we  reconvene  next  year. 

It  was  clear  some  time  ago  that  a  na¬ 
tional  park  was  the  only  way  to  assure 
the  survival  of  a  significant  number  of 
redwoods.  Thus,  in  1967  the  administra¬ 
tion  presented  Congress  with  a  proposed 
45,000-acre  park  including  two  areas 
which  were  already  set  aside' as  State 
parks.  This  proposal  fell  far  short  of  our 
original  hopes  for  a  park  which  would 
include  some  90,000  acres.  However, 
working  from  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
posal,  the  Senate  in  November  of  1967 
voted  a  65,000-acre  park  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $60  million,  and  including  two 
State  redwood  parks.  Although  smaller 
than  our  original  hopes,  the  Senate  pro¬ 
posal  included  in  it  the  most  important 
areas  to  protect:  the  slopes  along  Red¬ 
wood  Creek,  the  old  growth  in  Lost  Man 
Creek,  and  the  drainages  of  Little  Lost 
Man  Creek  and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek. 
The  upper  slopes  of  Redwood  Creek  are 
the  critical  setting  for  the  streamside 
trees,  providing  scenery,  a  living  en¬ 
vironment,  space  for  public  use,  and 
watershed  protection.  They  will  not  last 
if  left  out  of  the  park.  Little  Lost  Man 
Creek  and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek,  clothed 


almost  entirely  with  virgin  redwood,  are 
possibly  the  last  two  untouched  water¬ 
sheds  that  can  be  found  in  the  redwood 
region.  Thus  the  Senate  proposal,  though 
not  perfect,  is  at  least  a  viable  alterna¬ 
tive. 

The  House  Committee  of  the  Interior, 
however,  has  slashed  away  at  the  Sen¬ 
ate’s  proposal  until  nothing  is  left  but  a 
mere  shadow  of  the  original  dimensions. 
At  28,000  acres  the  House  plan  is  less 
than  half  the  size  of  the  plan  approved 
by  the  Senate.  Furthermore,  of  these 
28,000  acres,  approximately  18,000  are 
currently  in  State  parks,  and  are  already 
protected.  Thus,  only  some  10,000  addi¬ 
tional  acres  are  protected  by  the  House 
proposal.  Such  a  plan  entirely  misses  the 
point  with  respect  to  almost  all  purposes 
which  a  redwood  park  would  serve:  No 
real  forest  is  preserved — a  mere  quarter 
mile  on  either  side  of  Redwood  Creek, 
and  a  “bulb”  at  its  end  are  the  only  real 
additions  to  the  lands  already  protected. 
Furthermore,  such  a  small  addition  will 
not  protect  the  natural  environment:  it 
will  not  be  large  enough  for  sufficient 
public  use;  some  of  the  finest  specimen 
stands  will  be  abandoned:  and  scien¬ 
tific  values  will  be  minimal.  The  House 
proposal  seems  to  have  lost  sight  of  what 
a  national  park  is  for. 

It  is  my  position  that  the  boundaries 
of  the  proposed  Redwood  National  Park 
include  at  least  those  areas  stated  in 
the  Senate  proposal.  Most  important 
among  them  are  the  four  southern  areas 
I  mentioned  earlier:  the  Redwood  Creek 
slopes,  Lost  Man  Creek  growth,  and 
drainages  of  Little  Lost  Man  Creek  and 
Skunk  Cabbage  Creek.  Without  these 
areas  there  is  almost  no  point  in  estab¬ 
lishing  a  redwood  park. 

I  intend  to  vote  for  the  proposition  as 
it  has  been  brought  to  the  House  by  the 
chairman  of  the  Interior  Committee.  In 
doing  so  I  am  placing  my  trust  and  faith 
in  the  gentleman  from  Colorado  to  ex¬ 
pand  to  the  outermost  boundaries  the 
park  area  allowed  by  the  conference.  I 
know  and  appreciate  that  the  chairman 
has  appropriate  concern  for  the  full  na¬ 
tional  park  program  for  the  whole  of 
the  United  States.  In  working  that  con¬ 
cern  it  is  my  personal  hope  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  be  moved  by  a  spirit  of  op¬ 
timism  and  make  such  decision  as  will 
encourage  the  stretching  of  our  fiscal 
ability  to  magnify  our  park  area.  We 
have  so  little  time.  We  have  such  limited 
chance  to  preserve  these  precious  ves¬ 
tiges  of  the  vernal  and  virgin  past,  the 
redwood.  Less  than  a  maximum  effort 
should  not  be  acceptable.  I  hope  that  the 


Members  of  the  House  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  will  keep  this  thought  in  all  their 
deliberations. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  consider 
the  bill  under  consideration  to  be  inade¬ 
quate  and  I  decry  the  procedure  under 
which  it  has  been  brought  before  the 
House.  The  procedure  is  such  that  no 
amendment  can  be  offered  and  each  side 
has  only  20  minutes  to  debate  an  impor¬ 
tant  and  complicated  matter. 

I  know  that  some  try  to  justify  this 
procedure  on  the  ground  that  the  time 
left  in  this  session  of  Congress  is  short 
and  we  are  speeding  toward  adjourn¬ 
ment.  In  view  of  the  obvious  concessions 
which  have  been  made  to  timber  inter¬ 
ests,  I  would  say  that  we  are  “lumbering” 
toward  adjournment. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  support 
a  much  more  comprehensive  redwood 
national  park,  and  strongly  disapprove 
of  the  way  a  boldly  conceived  project  has 
been  whittled  away.  The  redwoods  are 
too  mighty  and  majestic  for  this  petty 
treatment. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  l-emarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Cohelan]  in  his  evaluation  of  the  merits 
of  this  bill,  S.  2515,  as  reported  by  the 
House  Interior  Committee.  I  recognize 
the  difficulties  which  the  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  had  in  reporting  this  bill.  I  am 
very  hopeful  that  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  will  move  as  close  to  the  Senate 
version  as  is  possible. 

There  is  a  very  considerable  degree 
of  public  interest  and  concern  which 
exists  in  all  parts  of  the  Nation,  not  just 
California,  over  the  fate  of  these  majestic 
redwood  trees.  I  know  that  if  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  could  all  see  for  them¬ 
selves  what  is  at  stake  in  the  decision 
we  make  today,  they  would  feel,  as  I  do,  a 
great  responsibility  to  future  generations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  some  votes 
which  we  must  make  for  the  “here  and 
now.”  There  are  other  votes  which  come 
along  during  the  years  of  our  service  in 
the  Congress  for  which  we  shall  surely 
be  held  accountable  in  years  to  come. 
This  is  such  an  issue.  Once  these  trees 
have  been  cut,  and  you  can  be  sure  that 
those  not  included  in  this  park  will  be 
cut  in  a  short  period  of  time,  they  will 
not  reappear  in  their  present  grandeur 
within  the  lifetimes  of  our  grandchil¬ 
dren  or  even  of  their  grandchildren.  Yet 
if  we  fail  to  get  a  law  on  the  books,  the 
indiscriminate  cutting  which  has  been 
started  will  continue. 

This  bill  as  reported  by  the  Interior 
Committee  will  now  go  to  conference 
with  the  other  body.  We  have  an  oppor- 
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tunity  to  see  substantial  areas  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  House  version  reinstated 
by  the  conference  committee.  I  would 
urge,  certainly,  that  areas  in  the  Red¬ 
wood  Creek,  Lost  Man,  Little  Lost  Man, 
and  Skunk  Cabbage  drainages  be  in¬ 
cluded  by  the  conferees  when  they  meet 
to  consider  a  workable  compromise.  It 
is  essential  to  create  a  park  in  which 
there  exists  a  drainage  system  which 
will  support  these  magnificant  trees.  If 
we  are  shortsighted  in  our  awareness  of 
the  ecology  involved  in  preserving  these 
redwood  forests,  we  will  have  planted  a 
time  bomb  for  their  destruction.  With¬ 
out  some  wise  attention  at  this  time  to 
the  maintenance  of  a  substantial  drain¬ 
age  system  for  their  protection,  we  will 
face  a  situation  in  a  very  short  time 
which  will  mean  the  end  of  these  proud 
trees 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  vote  to  pass  this 
bill  under  suspension,  in  the  interest  of 
time.  I  can  only  hope  that  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  will  take  swift  action  to 
rectify  the  inadequacies  which  are  ap¬ 
parent  in  the  House  version  of  this  bill. 
Because  of  the  cutting  which  takes  place 
at  this  very  hour,  I  will  vote  to  continue 
action  toward  the  best  bill  we  can  get 
this  year.  If  we  do  not  pass  this  bijl,  I 
fear  further  long  delays  and  continued 
destructive  cutting  in  the  critical  drain¬ 
ages.  _ 

Mr.  MEEDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  re¬ 
luctant  support  of  S.  2515,  the  bill  al¬ 
legedly  creating  a  Redwoods  National 
Park.  For  the  moment  I  will  accept  the 
notion  that  it  really  is  a  park  that  the 
bill  authorizes. 

In  my  view;  the  Senate  version  of  this 
legislation  is  far  more  preferable  than 
what  we  are  debating  here  today.  As  a 
member  of  the  House  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  Committee,  I  voted  for 
strengthening  amendments,  the  kind  of 
changes  needed  to  give  us  a  meaningful 
redwoods  national  park. 

Missing  from  the  28,000-acre  park  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  committee  is  protection  for 
the  trees  standing  in  the  drainages  of 
Lost  Man  Creek,  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek, 
and  Little  Lost  Man  Creek.  The  House- 
Senate  conference  committee  should  re¬ 
store  these  areas  to  the  bill. 

I  wish  also  to  aline  myself  with  the 
perceptive  comments  made  by  Congress¬ 
man  Foley  in  the  Interior  Committee  re¬ 
port.  He  wisely  pointed  out  that  the  bill 
before  us  does  not  contain  the  Senate- 
approved  plan  for  timber  exchanges  in 
the  northern  purchase  unit,  a  14,567-acre 
area  in  Del  Norte  County  administered 
by  the  Forest  Service.  Allowing  the  pri¬ 
vate  companies  to  utilize  this  timber 
could  reduce  the  cost  of  the  bill  and 
could  offset  any  economic  hardships  im¬ 
posed  by  creation  of  a  truly  meaningful 
redwoods  national  park. 

Mr.  ESCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  consider 
the  establishment  of  a  national  park  in 
the  primeval  redwood  forests  of  north¬ 
ern  California,  it  is  appropriate  to  reflect 
upon  the  meaning  and  the  purpose  of  our 
national  parks.  Only  34  areas  have  been 
dedicated  as  national  parks  in  this  coun¬ 
try — protecting  and  preserving  only  the 
most  spectacular,  unique,  and  priceless 


of  our  natural  wonders.  The  standards 
are  very  high.  But  we  have  not  yet  iden¬ 
tified  and  defined  all  the  samples  of  our 
natural  environment  which  should  be  so 
designated. 

Today  we  consider  a  resource  for  which 
national-park  status  is  long  overdue — the 
majestic,  primeval  redwoods.  As  the 
committee  report  points  out,  repre¬ 
sentative  samples  of  the  remaining 
primeval  redwood  forest  are  obviously  a 
fit  subject  for  preservation  in  our  na¬ 
tional  park  system.  An  ample  and  viable 
park  area  of  redwoods  will  serve  a  more 
permanently  useful  purpose  in  this  way 
than  if  they  are  converted  to  paneling 
and  siding,  made  into  door  furniture  or 
cut  into  picket  fences. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  redwoods  are  a  na¬ 
tional,  even  international,  heritage. 
These  giants,  the  tallest  living  things  in 
the  world  and  among  the  oldest,  are  a 
direct  link  to  the  past.  They  are  an  im¬ 
portant  remnant  of  the  original  Amer¬ 
ica — the  abundant,  beautiful,  and  un¬ 
spoiled  continent  we  have  occupied  al¬ 
most  completely  and,  too  often  treated 
with  shortsighted  neglect. 

This  is  why  the  redwoods  should  be 
among  our  national  parks.  As  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  points  out,  the  redwoods 
are  properly  of  concern  to  the  people  of 
the  whole  country.  The  people  of  my  dis¬ 
trict  in  Michigan  have  a  stake  in  the 
preservation  of  these  areas  and  many  of 
them  are  concerned  that  we  save  a  sub¬ 
stantial  redwood  national  park  encom¬ 
passing  the  kinds  of  areas  which  will  dis¬ 
play  the  diversity  of  the  redwood  forest. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  believe  the  bill 
we  have  before  us  will  achieve  the  kind 
of  national  park  necessary  if  we  truly 
mean  to  save  this  heritage.  It  is  simply 
too  small.  Far  too  little  area  is  included 
along  Redwood  Creek — the  area  which 
the  preponderance  of  expert  opinion 
identifies  as  the  location  of  the  most 
superlative  large  blocks  of  remaining 
unprotected  old-growth  redwood  for¬ 
est.  As  a  minimum  tree  small  complete 
watershed  areas  along  Redwood  Creek 
should  be  added  to  this  bill — Little  Lost 
Man  Creek,  Lost  Man  Creek,  and  Skunk 
Cabbage  Creek. 

I  am  disappointed  that  we  do  not  have 
the  opportunity  to  consider  these  and 
other  amendments  under  this  procedure. 
I  am  therefore  especially  hopeful  that 
the  conferees  who  take  this  matter  up 
with  the  other  body  will  carefully  con¬ 
sider  the  need  to  restore  these  lands. 
While  the  opportunity  still  remains,  we 
must  not  fail  to  preserve  an  adequate, 
viable  and  lasting  redwood  national 
park. 

Our  responsibility  to  the  American 
people  and  to  future  generations  is  clear. 
This  bill  must  be  improved  and  must  be 
enacted  this  year  if  we  are  to  fulfill  this 
responsibility. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pro¬ 
posed  redwood  national  park  we  are 
considering  today  falls  far  short  of  the 
goals  envisioned  by  conservationists  who 
have  labored  for  decades  to  establish  a 
park  in  northern  California’s  timber- 
lands. 

Small,  commonplace,  wholly  devoid  of 


July  16,  1968 

the  awesomely  beautiful  stretches  of 
forestland  that  conservationists  have 
recommended,  this  proposed  park  would 
be  little  more  than  a  thread  of  land  link¬ 
ing  California’s  State  parks.  The  Na¬ 
tion’s  leading  conservation  organiza¬ 
tions  contend  with  a  great  deal  of  jus¬ 
tice,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  proposal 
verges  on  a  burlesque  of  what  a  redwood 
national  park  should  be.  The  bill  now 
before  us  calls  for  only  11,250  acres  in 
new  land,  ignoring  the  best  remaining 
stands  of  virgin  timber  in  northern  Cal¬ 
ifornia — Redwood  Creek,  Lost  Man 
Creek,  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek.  These  sec¬ 
tions,  bristling  with  giant  redwoods  that 
tower  hundreds  of  feet  off  the  forest 
floor,  must  be  made  part  of  a  redwood 
national  park  or  they  will  be  lost  forever. 
Loggers’  chainsaws  are  already  stripping 
the  woodlands  skirting  these  sections. 

The  woefully  inadequate  park  pro¬ 
posed  in  S.  2515,  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
rob  future  generations  of  the  opportunity 
to  view  phytological  wonders  celebrated 
the  world  over.  Enough  of  our  natural 
resources  have  already  been  sacrificed 
to  mindless  commercialization — the 
commercialization  that  has  ruined  lakes, 
rivers  and  woodlands  throughout  the 
United  tSates.  A  small  redwood  national 
park  would  pose  another  problem  of  a 
more  practical  nature.  Visitors  are  now 
streaming  into  our  national  parks  at  an 
unprecedented  rate,  almost  literally 
overrunning  park  grounds.  The  narrow 
strip  of  land  recommended  by  S.  2515 
would  only  channelize  visitor  traffic, 
jamming  the  park  with  cars. 

Since  1911  bills  to  establish  a  redwood 
national  park  have  been  put  before  the 
Congress.  These  measures  have  called 
for  parks  of  widely  diverse  dimensions — 
some  relatively  big,  some  relatively  small, 
but  all  of  them  of  significant  size.  A  bill 
I  introduced  last  year,  for  example, 
sought  a  park  stretching  over  90,000 
acres  of  prime  timberland  in  Humboldt 
and  Del  Norte  Counties.  None  of  the 
many  measures  contemplated  by  the 
Congress  over  the  past  half  century  have 
proposed  a  park  of  the  minuscule  size 
now  proposed  in  S.  2515.  As  originally 
passed  by  the  Senate,  this  bill  recom¬ 
mended  a  64,000-acre  park.  I  urged  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  National  Parks 
and  Recreation  to  increase  this  proposed 
size  to  72,000  acres — a  size  that  would 
allow  the  Interior  Department  to  ac¬ 
quire  sections  of  the  Redwood  Creek 
area.  The  subcommittee  and  the  full 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  however,  reported  out  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  now. 

Despite  my  misgivings  about  this  bill, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  vote  for  it.  I  will 
vote  for  it  because,  first,  we  may  lose  the 
chance  to  create  any  kind  of  a  redwood 
national  park  unless  we  take  legislative 
action  this  year,  and  because,  second, 
the  House-Senate  conference  committee 
to  which  S.  2515  would  be  referred  after 
passage  could  revise  the  bill  extensively. 
The  parliamentary  procedure  under 
which  the  bill  has  been  brought  up  to¬ 
day,  of  course,  bars  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  any  proposed  amendments  aimed 
at  strengthening  the  bill.  I  know  many 
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of  my  colleagues  join  me  in  urging  the 
conference  committee  to  draft  a  bill  that 
meets  at  least  the  minimum  standards 
for  a  redwood  national  park. 

Mr.  DANIELS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  last  year 
to  submit  testimony  to  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  National  Parks  and  Recreation 
concerning  the  need  for  a  great  national 
park  to  help  preserve  the  California  red¬ 
woods.  As  I  told  the  committee  then,  al¬ 
though  3,000  miles  separates  the  Atlantic 
from  the  Pacific,  it  is  clear  to  me  that 
the  people  of  my  district  in  New  Jersey 
are  deeply  concerned  over  the  need  for 
such  a  park. 

The  redwoods,  after  all,  are  a  truly  na¬ 
tional  symbol.  They  embody  and  repre¬ 
sent  a  thread  of  continuity  of  our  times 
with  the  time  when  this  great  continent 
stretched  from  ocean  to  ocean  in  un¬ 
spoiled  primeval  splendor.  This  is  what 
we  must  save — some  representative 
samples  of  that  national  heritage  which 
can  convey  to  our  great-grandchildren 
as  an  example  of  the  original,  natural 
American  landscape. 

To  save  such  wild  remnants — where- 
ever  we  find  them — is  a  noble  cause.  It 
is  also  an  urgent  mission,  for  forces 
which  will  destroy  such  treasures  are 
pressing  forward  rapidly.  We  in  New 
Jersey  know  this  best  of  all,  for  ours  is 
the  most  populace  and  most  urban  of  all 
the  States.  We  have  special  cause  to 
cherish  our  natural  wonders.  We  are 
moving  to  protect  those  in  our  own  State, 
such  as  the  Great  Swamp  Wilderness 
Area,  which  yet  remain. 

We  have  observed  with  apprehension 
the  delay  in  this  project  to  protect  some 
last  virgin  redwoods  in  a  national  park. 
At  last,  when  we  come  to  act  on  this  mat¬ 
ter,  it  is  disappointing  to  find  so  little  of 
the  prime,  unprotected  areas  in  Redwood 
Creek  included  in  this  bill.  It  is  my  ur¬ 
gent  hope  and  the  hope  of  millions  of 
Americans  in  New  Jersey  and  all  across 
our  land  that  additional  complete  water¬ 
sheds  and  substantial  acreages — such  as 
Lost  Man,  Skunk  Cabbage,  and  Little 
Lost  Man  Creeks  will  be  restored  to  this 
bill  by  the  conference  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  in  New  Jersey  have  a 
better  idea  than  most  perhaps  of  the 
great  and  diverse  values  of  an  acre  of  na¬ 
tural  land — for  we  have  so  little.  While 
the  opportunity  is  still  at  hand,  surely 
this  great  representative  body  should 
endorse  more  than  a  mere  28,000-acre 
redwood  national  park. 

The  people  of  Hudson  County,  N.J., 
are  especially  receptive  to  call  which  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  able  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Cohelan]  is 
making  for  a  larger  redwood  park.  We 
are  especially  hopeful  that  improvements 
will  be  made  in  this  bill  in  conference. 
Our  people  must  often  travel  far  to  ex¬ 
perience  the  splendors  of  diminishing 
natural  phenomena  such  as  the  red¬ 
woods.  Let  us  make  their  pilgrimage 
worthwhile  by  providing  a  national  park 
worthy  of  that  name. 

Let  us  not  delay  in  our  trust.  Let  us 
act  to  create  a  national  park  in  the  red¬ 
woods,  but  let  us  urge  that  it  be  per¬ 
fected  by  substantial  enlargement,  so 


that  we  do  leave  to  our  children’s  chil¬ 
dren  a  truly  great  redwood  national 
park. 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  vote 
today  in  support  of  the  suspension  of  the 
rules  to  send  the  redwood  park  bill  on  to 
the  House-Senate  conference  committee. 
In  doing  so,  however,  I  would  like  to  add 
my  voice  to  those  who  have  expressed  to 
the  House  conferees  the  strong  request 
that  the  ultimate  conference  report  in¬ 
clude  a  redwood  park  of  a  size  and  pro¬ 
portion  equivalent  to  the  Senate  bill’s 
proposed  65,000-acre  park. 

I  appreciate  the  problems  which  have 
led  to  the  procedure  used  today.  Under¬ 
standably,  in  the  creation  of  geographical 
park  boundaries,  the  amending  of  bound¬ 
aries  on  the  floor  of  the  House  is  an 
uncertain  procedure  which  could  not 
guarantee  a  park  of  optimum  size  and 
location.  In  establishing  the  redwood 
national  park  the  number  of  acres  in¬ 
volved  is  not  the  key  criterion,  nor  is  the 
number  of  acres  of  new  virgin  redwood 
stands  which  will  be  added  to  those  pro¬ 
tected  in  existing  State  parks. 

What  is  essential,  however,  is  that, 
first,  a  national  redwood  park  be  created; 
and,  second,  that  that  redwood  park  do 
honor  to  the  whole  national  park  con¬ 
cept.  Our  system  of  national  parks  is  one 
of  America’s  greatest  contributions  to  the 
world.  To  date,  the  acquisitions  of  those 
parks  has  not  required  a  great  deal  of 
money  because  we  have  been  able  to 
carve  magnificent  parks  out  of  lands  that 
were  already  in  the  public  domain.  The 
legislation  before  us  tests,  as  never  be¬ 
fore,  our  responsibility  as  legislators  to 
preserve  and  create  a  park  at  a  cost 
which  hurts.  I  doubt  that  anyone  in 
America,  given  the  clear  choice  of  prior¬ 
ity  and  expenditures  as  to  acquisition  of 
a  redwood  park,  the  conduct  of  our  for¬ 
eign  policy,  the  war  in  Vietnam,  or  even 
such  basic  human  programs  as  the  food- 
stamp  program,  would  not  ask  that  we 
tighten  our  belt  sufficiently  to  preserve 
a  reasonable  park  for  posterity. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  to  camp  in 
the  redwoods  and  particularly  at  the 
Prairie  Creek  Redwood  State  Park,  on 
four  occasions  since  I  was  a  boy.  I  and 
many  other  Californians  have  considered 
it  a  special  privilege,  as  Californians,  to 
know  that  on  occasion  we  can  enjoy  the 
solitude  and  deep  quiet  of  a  redwood 
forest.  An  individual  may  be  fortunate 
to  spend  only  a  few  moments  in  his  life¬ 
time  in  such  a  place.  It  is  an  experience, 
however,  which  rivals  the  deep  moving 
experiences  of  either  quiet  church  medi¬ 
tation  or  standing  on  the  brink  of  a  work 
of  nature  such  as  the  Grand  Canyon  or 
the  Yosemite  Canyon.  It  is  an  experience 
which  justifies  a  high  price. 

Appreciating  the  financial  crisis  which 
faces  us  today,  I  for  one  would  happily 
appropriate  $100  million  for  the  perma¬ 
nent  preservation  of  the  redwood  park, 
trusting  that  the  necessary  cuts  in  our 
other  day-to-day  expenditures  will  be 
long  forgotten  during  the  future  cen¬ 
turies  when  our  heirs  will  enjoy  this  park. 
I  hope  that  our  conferees  will  feel 
likewise. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 


establishes  a  redwood  national  park,  but 
not  much  of  one.  Where  are  the  virgin 
forests  of  Lost  Man  and  Skunk  Cabbage 
Creeks?  Where  is  the  watershed  protec¬ 
tion  for  that  corridor  up  Redwood  Creek? 
Where  is  the  room  for  visitor  facilities? 
Where,  in  other  words,  is  our  national 
park? 

Too  bad  we  must  consider  the  bill  un¬ 
der  suspension  of  the  rules,  which  effec¬ 
tively  prohibits  considering  the  kind  of 
amendments  I  would  be  happy  to  sup¬ 
port.  I  regard  a  redwoods  park  twice  this 
size  to  be  a  barely  acceptable  minimum. 
One  three  or  four  times  larger  would 
not  be  too  large. 

In  facing  this  “take  it  or  leave  it” 
choice,  I  do  not  want  to  vote  against  the 
establishment  of  any  redwood  national 
park  at  all. 

But  the  redwoods  simply  cannot  wait 
until  next  year.  The  groves  and  forests 
which  should  be  added  to  hte  commit¬ 
tee’s  bill  are  owned  by  lumber  companies 
who  are  harvesting  their  timber  as  fast 
as  they  can.  Already  we  have  lost  the 
magnificent  forest  along  the  north  fork 
of  Lost  Man  Creek  while  the  various  park 
bills  were  languishing  in  committee. 

I  hope  the  conference  can  work  some 
improvements. 

Mr.  REID  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  procedure  today,  wherein  an  ex¬ 
tremely  weak  bill  is  being  brought  to  the 
House  under  suspension  of  the  rules  and 
without  opportunity  for  amendment,  is 
unconscionable . 

Along  with  Congressman  Cohelan  and 
others,  I  introduced  legislation  providing 
for  a  90,000-acre  park.  The  Senate  has 
passed  legislation  establishing  a  64,000- 
acre  park,  which  is  minimal.  The  bill  be¬ 
fore  us,  which  calls  for  a  park  containing 
28,000  acres — of  which  18,000  is  already 
protected  in  California  State  parks — is 
an  abdication  of  our  responsibilities  and 
a  sell-out  to  interests  other  than  the 
national  interest  and  the  public  interest. 

As  the  Sierra  Club  has  pointed  out: 

At  28,000  acres,  this  plan  is  less  than  half 
the  size  of  the  plan  approved  by  the  Senate 
(64,000  acres) ,  which  was  itself  a  major  com¬ 
promise.  Smaller  than  any  plan  previously 
put  before  the  Congress,  it  contains  even  less 
than  the  lumber  companies  have  talked  of 
selling  willingly.  Built  around  two  state 
parks,  the  Committee  plan  limits  acquisition 
of  private  lands  mainly  to  a  corridor  a 
quarter-mile  wide  along  each  side  of  Red¬ 
wood  Creek,  with  a  bulge  at  the  end  along  the 
Emerald  Mile.  .  .  . 

The  plan  misses  the  mark  with  respect  to 
almost  all  purposes  which  a  Redwood 
National  Park  woud  serve:  no  real  forest  is 
preserved;  the  natural  environment  will  not 
be  protected;  there  will  not  be  room  for 
public  use;  some  of  the  finest  specimen 
stands  will  be  abandoned;  scientific  values 
will  be  minimal.  In  its  efforts  to  keep  the 
land-owning  lumber  companies  whole,  the 
Committee  has  lost  sight  of  what  a  national 
park  is  for. 

The  Sierra  Club  points  out  that  the 
park  agreed  upon  by  the  conference 
committee  should  include  four  areas 
omitted  by  the  present  bill:  the  slopes 
along  Redwood  Creek,  the  old-growth  in 
Lost  Man  Creek,  and  the  drainages  of 
Little  Lost  Man  Creek  and  Skunk  Cab¬ 
bage  Creek,  which  flow  into  Redwood 
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Creek.  All  are  in  the  plan  adopted  by  the 
Senate,  and  have  been  included  in  vari¬ 
ous  plans  put  forth  by  the  National  Park 
Service.  The  upper  slopes  of  Redwood 
Creek  are  the  critical  setting  for  the 
streamside  trees,  providing  scenery,  a 
living  environment,  space  for  public  use, 
and  watershed  protection.  Lost  Man 
Creek  harbors  the  finest  strands  of  extra- 
large  redwood  that  have  yet  survived 
without  protection.  They  will  not  last  if 
left  out  of  the  park.  Little  Lost  Man 
Creek  and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek,  clothed 
almost  entirely  with  primeval  redwoods, 
are  possibly  the  last  two  untouched 
watersheds  that  can  be  found  in  the 
redwood  region. 

I  am  voting  against  this  bill,  as  it  is  a 
national  outrage  and  a  totally  inade¬ 
quate  response  to  a  great  conservation 
need.  The  bill  in  its  present  form  would 
create  a  sham  and  shadow  of  a  national 
park.  We  still  have  the  greatest  redwood 
forests  left  on  earth,  and  what  is  needed 
is  a  park  as  magnificent  as  the  redwoods. 
It  would  be  unthinkable  if  Congress  did 
not  act  responsibly.  I  hope  that  the 
conference  will  report  back  a  much 
stronger  bill — but,  sadly,  under  con¬ 
ference  rules  it  cannot  be  greater  in 
scope  that  the  Senate  bill,  which  is  still 
inadequate  and  minimal. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  history  will  one  day  record 
America’s  conservation  efforts  as  an  ex¬ 
ercise  in  either  enlightened  democracy 
or  myopic  futility.  The  progress  of  S. 
2515  has  tended  discouragingly  toward 
the  latter.  I  rise,  however,  not  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  this  bill,  but  in  extremely  re¬ 
luctant  support  of  it.  My  reluctance  is 
due  to  the  substance  and  to  the  history 
of  this  bill.  My  support  is  based  on  the 
knowledge  that  conservation  can  never 
be  put  off,  that  tomorrow  is  almost  al¬ 
ways  too  late,  and  that  we  must  save 
what  we  can  now  and  press  for  more  as 
soon  as  possible. 

The  bill  is  quite  plainly  inadequate. 
Instead  of  the  90,000-acre  park  proposed 
in  1965,  instead  of  the  72,000-acre  mini¬ 
mum  urged  by  the  Sierra  Club,  instead 
of  the  64,000  acres  approved  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  has  presented  for  our  considera¬ 
tion  a  28,000-acre  park.  Of  this  acreage, 
only  11,000  acres  are  now  privately 
owned.  We  are  voting  today  on  the 
smallest  national  redwood  park  yet  con¬ 
ceived. 

The  inferiority  of  the  bill  which  we 
will  act  upon  today  is  a  disgrace  to  the 
honor  of  the  House.  The  procedures  by 
which  this  bill  has  come  to  us  have  been 
as  undemocratic  as  they  are  dishearten¬ 
ing.  The  rule  for  this  bill,  barring  all 
amendments  from  the  floor,  is  a  gag  at 
the  throat  of  conservation,  and  an  in¬ 
surmountable  obstacle  to  those  Members 
who  do  not  wish  to  see  a  conference 
which  consists  of  the  House  versus  the 
people. 

Yet  we  must  grit  our  teeth,  vote  in 
favor  of  this  bill,  and  continue  the  fight 
for  preservation  of  America’s  beauty;  for 
if  we  hestitate,  we  may  be  left  with  noth¬ 
ing.  The  chain  saws  are  waiting;  the 


lumbering  interests,  which  exerted  great 
influence  in  the  committee,  will  be  watch¬ 
ing  what  we  do  here  today.  Thus,  the 
course  is  clear.  We  must  approve  this 
bill  despite  grave  reservations.  We  must 
then  press  for  a  conference  committee 
report  which  incorporates  all  of  the 
Senate-passed  bill,  and  promise  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  fight  for  a  meaningful  national 
redwoods  park  in  the  91st  Congress. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  intend  to 
vote  for  the  motion  to  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  pending  bill.  However,  I 
want  it  to  be  crystal  clear  that  my  effort 
does  not  constitute  an  endorsement  of 
the  House  bill.  In  my  opinion,  it  does  not 
go  nearly  far  enough  and  does  not  create 
a  meaningful  redwood  park  for  future 
generations  to  enjoy. 

As  late  as  this  morning,  I  had  consid¬ 
ered  voting  against  the  motion  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  rules,  in  the  hope  that  the  bill 
could  come  up  under  regular  procedures 
and  that  we  would  be  given  a  fair  oppor¬ 
tunity  in  this  deliberative  body  to  offer 
amendments  and  increase  the  size  of  the 
park  to  a  realistic  level.  But  it  is  now  ap¬ 
parent  that  the  strategic  facts  of  the 
moment  indicate  that  the  delay  involved 
in  such  a  procedure  would  effectively  kill 
any  chance  for  a  redwood  park.  Obvi¬ 
ously,  this  bill  must  be  the  vehicle  which 
will  make  a  conference  with  the  Senate 
possible.  It  is  a  vehicle  which  I  endorse 
for  no  reason  except  that  it  opens  the 
way  for  increasing  the  size  of  a  redwood 
park  in  the  conference  with  the  Senate. 

I  shall  therefore  do  everything  I  pos¬ 
sibly  can  to  urge  that  the  conference 
adopt  the  Senate  version  which  in  itself 
was  a  compromise. 

It  is  regrettable  that  the  House  has 
been  forced  to  compromise  a  compromise 
to  the  point  where  a  better  name  for  it 
would  be  emasculation.  We  should  have 
a  park  at  least  as  large  as  that  voted  by 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
cosponsor  with  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Cohelan]  of  a 
bill  to  create  a  meaning  redwood  na¬ 
tional  park.  I  want  to  join  with  him  in 
objecting  to  the  consideration  of  the 
committee  bill  on  the  suspension 
calendar. 

The  committee  bill  is  woefully  inade¬ 
quate.  It  only  provides  for  a  national 
park  of  28,000  acres  and  the  tagline  is 
that  no  national  park  will  be  created  un¬ 
less  the  State  of  California  turns  over  its 
more  than  18,000  already-protected 
acres.  As  our  colleague  from  California 
has  very  aptly  stated  this  would  create 
only  a  “mini-park.” 

I  am  convinced,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
people  of  California  and  the  people  of 
this  country  want  a  real  redwood  na¬ 
tional  park  and  that  they  do  not  want 
this  irreplaceable  resource  destroyed. 

The  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  con¬ 
tained  provisions  for  a  64,000-acre 
park — a  much  more  realistic  approach, 
but  one  which  still  did  not  contain  any¬ 
thing  near  the  90,000  acres  called  for  by 
the  bill  sponsored  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  and  forty  of  our  colleagues — 
including  myself — in  the  89th  Congress. 
This  bill  was  reintroduced  in  the  90th 


Congress  and  it  is  tragic  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
did  not  see  fit  to  report  it  instead  of 
emasculating  the  Senate  bill  and  sending 
it  to  us  under  suspension. 

A  singular  virtue  of  the  Senate-passed 
bill,  however,  was  that  it  did  contain  the 
most  important  stand  of  virgin  redwood, 
along  Redwood  Creek.  This  also,  unfor¬ 
tunately,  was  lost  in  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  action.  I  strongly  believe  that  we 
should  pass  a  bill  which  would  include 
the  important  areas  of  Redwood  Creek, 
Lost  Man  Creek,  Little  Lost  Man  Creek, 
and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek  drainages. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  great 
interest  in  legislation  to  save  the  red¬ 
woods.  Meanwhile,  over  the  weekend  I 
received  a  great  number  of  communica¬ 
tions  from  constituents  urging  me  to  op¬ 
pose  this  bill.  However,  on  investigation 
I  find  the  strategy  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  who  want  a  redwoods  national 
park  and  who  are  nat  satisfied  with  28,- 
000  acres,  is  to  support  this  bill  in  its 
present  form  which,  of  course,  cannot  be 
amended,  on  the  basis  of  assurances  that 
the  amount  of  acreage  will  be  added  to 
and  the  bill  will  be  greatly  improved  in  a 
conference  with  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  realize  that  voting  for 
this  bill  will  be  misunderstood  by  many 
conservationists.  However,  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  this  matter  with  some  of  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  a  larger  park,  and  I  find  that 
they,  and  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Cohelan]  who  has  been  working 
for  a  larger  park  are  going  to  vote  today 
for  this  bill.  The  feeling  is  that  if  we  do 
not  take  what  we  can  get  with  this  bill, 
we  will  get  nothing.  If  we  do  accept  this 
bill,  we  can  work  toward  improvement 
later  on  in  conference  with  the  Senate. 

I  think  my  conservationist  friends 
have  received  poor  advise  in  this  matter. 

There  is  no  point  in  voting  against  a 
bill  and  killing  it  when  with  passage  we 
can  carry  on  and  make  a  decision  later 
on  when  we  vote  for  or  against  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  If  we  do  not  pass  this 
bill,  there  is  no  way  of  knowing  when  we 
will  ever  get  the  chance  again.  In  which 
case,  much  of  this  timber  will  be  lost  to 
the  axes  and  saws  of  the  commercial 
interests. 

Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  support  of  S.  2515,  and  at  a  later 
date  decide  whether  to  support  or  oppose 
the  bill  which  comes  from  a  Senate- 
House  conference. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  all  Members  may  ex¬ 
tend  their  remarks  on  this  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
that  the  House  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill  S.  2515,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  388,  nays  15,  answered  “pres¬ 
ent”  2,  not  voting  27,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  254] 

YEAS— 388 


Abernethy 

Dent 

Hunt 

Adair 

Derwinski 

Hutchinson 

Adams 

Devine 

Ichord 

Addabbo 

Dickinson 

Irwin 

Albert 

Diggs 

Jacobs 

Anderson,  HI. 

Dingell 

Jarman 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Dole 

Joelson 

Andrews, 

Donohue 

Johnson,  Calif. 

N.  Dak. 

Dorn 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Annunzio 

Dowdy 

Jonas 

Arends 

Downing 

Jones,  Ala. 

Ashbrook 

Dulski 

Jones,  Mo. 

Ashmore 

Duncan 

Karsten 

Aspinall 

Dwyer 

Karth 

Ayres 

Eckhardt 

Kastenmeier 

Baring 

Edmondson 

Kazen 

Barrett 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Kee 

Bates 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Keith 

Battin 

Edwards,  La. 

Kelly 

Belcher 

Eilberg 

King,  N.Y. 

Bell 

Erlenborn 

Kirwan 

Bennett 

Esch 

Kleppe 

Berry 

Eshleman 

Kluczynski 

Betts 

Evans,  Colo. 

Kupferman 

Bevill 

Everett 

Kuykendall 

Biester 

Fallon 

Kyi 

Bingham 

Farbstein 

Kyros 

Blackburn 

Fascell 

Laird 

Blatnik 

Feighan 

Langen 

Boggs 

Findley 

Latta 

Boland 

Fisher 

Leggett 

Bolling 

Flood 

Lennon 

Bolton 

Flynt 

Lipscomb 

Bow 

Foley 

Lloyd 

Brademas 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Lukens 

Braseo 

Ford, 

McCarthy 

Bray 

William  D. 

McClory 

Brinkley 

Fraser 

McCloskey 

Brock 

Friedel 

McClure 

Brooks 

Fulton,  Pa. 

McCulloch 

Broomfield 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

McDade 

Brotzman 

Fuqua 

McDonald, 

Brown,  Mich. 

Galifianakis 

Mich. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Garmatz 

McEwen 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Gathings 

McFall 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Gettys 

McMillan 

Buchanan 

Gibbons 

MacGregor 

Burke,  Fla. 

Gilbert 

Machen 

Burke,  Mass. 

Gonzalez 

Mahon 

Burleson 

Goodell 

Mailliard 

Burton,  Utah 

Goodling 

Marsh 

Bush 

Gray 

Martin 

Button 

Green,  Oreg. 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Green,  Pa. 

Mathias,  Md. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Griffin 

Matsunaga 

Cabell 

Griffiths 

May 

Cahill 

Gross 

Mayne 

Carey 

Grover 

Meeds 

Carter 

Gubser 

Meskill 

Casey 

Gurney 

Michel 

Cederberg 

Haley 

Miller,  Calif. 

Chamberlain 

Hall 

Miller,  Ohio 

Clancy 

Halleck 

Mills 

Clark 

Halpern 

Minish 

Clausen, 

Hamilton 

Mink 

Don  H. 

Hammer- 

Minshall 

Clawson,  Del 

schmidt 

Mize 

Cleveland 

Hanley 

Monagan 

Cohelan 

Hanna 

Montgomery 

Collier 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Moore 

Colmer 

Hardy 

Moorhead 

Conable 

Harrison 

Morgan 

Conte 

Harsha 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Corbett 

Harvey 

Morse,  Mass. 

Corman 

Hathaway 

Morton 

Cowger 

Hawkins 

Mosher 

Cramer 

Hays 

Moss 

Cunningham 

Hebert 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Curtis 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

,  Murphy,  N.Y. 

Daddario 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Myers 

Daniels 

Henderson 

Natcher 

Davis,  Ga. 

Hicks 

Nedzi 

Davis,  Wis. 

Horton 

Nelsen 

Dawson 

Hosmer 

Nichols 

Delaney 

Howard 

Nix 

Dellenback 

Hull 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Denney 

Hun  gate 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

O’Konski 

Rostenkowski 

Tenzer 

Olsen 

Roth 

Thompson,  Ga. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Roudebush 

Thompson,  N.J. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Roush 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Passman 

Roybal 

Tiernan 

Patman 

Rumsfeld 

Tuck 

Patten 

Ruppe 

Tunney 

Pelly 

St  Germain 

Udall 

Pepper 

St.  Onge 

Ullman 

Perkins 

Sandman 

Van  Deerlin 

Pettis 

Satterfield 

Vander  Jagt 

Philbin 

Schadeberg 

Vanik 

Pickle 

Scherle 

Vigorito 

Pike 

Scheuer 

Waldie 

Pirnie 

Schneebeli 

Walker 

Poage 

Schweiker 

Wampler 

Podell 

Schwengel 

Watkins 

Poff 

Scott 

Watson 

Pollock 

Selden 

Watts 

Price,  HI. 

Shipley 

Whalen 

Price,  Tex. 

Shriver 

Whalley 

Pryor 

Sikes 

White 

Pucinski 

Sisk 

Whitener 

Purcell 

Skubitz 

Whitten 

Quie 

Slack 

Widnall 

Quillen 

Smith,  Calif. 

Wiggins 

Railsback 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Williams,  Pa. 

Randall 

Smith,  Okla. 

Willis 

Rees 

Snyder 

Wilson,  Bob 

Reid,  HI. 

Springer 

Wilson, 

Reifel 

Stafford 

Charles  H. 

Reinecke 

Staggers 

Winn 

Reuss 

Stanton 

Wolff 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Steed 

Wright 

Riegle 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Wyatt 

Rivers 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Wydler 

Roberts 

Stratton 

Wylie 

Robison 

Stubblefield 

Wyman 

Rodino 

Stuckey 

Yates 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Sullivan 

Young 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Taft 

Zablocki 

Ron  an 

Talcott 

Zion 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Taylor 

Zwach 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Rosenthal 

Teague,  Tex. 

Abbitt 

NAYS— 15 

Gude 

Macdonald, 

Ashley 

Hagan 

Mass. 

Brown,  Calif. 

Helstoski 

Ottinger 

Burton,  Calif. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Celler 

Long,  Md. 

Ryan 

Fountain 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT” — 2 

Dow 

Saylor 

NOT  VOTING- 

-27 

Anderson, 

Gardner 

Madden 

Tenn. 

Giaimo 

Rarick 

Blanton 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Resnick 

Conyers 

Herlong 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Culver 

Holifield 

Smith,  Iowa 

de  la  Garza 

Holland 

Stephens 

Evins,  Tenn. 

King,  Calif. 

Utt 

Fino 

Kornegay 

Waggonner 

Frelinghuysen 

Landrum 

Gallagher 

Long,  La. 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill  as  amended,  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee  and  Mr.  Waggonner 
for,  witli  Mr.  Saylor  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  King  of  California  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Gallagher  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Giaimo  with  Mr.  Fino. 

Mr.  Stephens  with  Mr.  Gardner. 

Mr.  Madden  with  Mr.  Rarick. 

Mr.  Holifield  with  Mr.  Holland. 

Mr.  Culver  with  Mr.  Conyers. 

Mr.  Blanton  with  Mr.  Kornegay. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Resnick. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Rhodes 
of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa  with  Mr.  Landrum. 

Mr.  de  la  Garza  with  Mr.  Herlong. 

Mr.  STRATTON  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea”. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 


nessee  [Mr.  Evins],  If  he  were  present 
he  would  have  voted  “yea.”  I  voted  “nay.” 
I  withdraw  my  vote  and  vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  to  establish  a  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PROHIBITIONS  AGAINST  FOREIGN- 
BUILT  VESSELS 

Mr.  GARMATZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  163)  to  prevent  vessels  built  or 
rebuilt  outside  the  United  States  or  doc¬ 
umented  under  foreign  registery  from 
carrying  cargoes  restricted  to  vessels  of 
the  United  States,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  163 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a)  sec¬ 
tion  2631  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  “(a)”  before  the  text 
thereof,  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

“(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

“  ( 1 )  the  term  ‘vessels  of  the  United  States 
or  belonging  to  the  United  States’  does  not 
include  any  vessel  which  was  either — 

“(A)  built  or  rebuilt  outside  the  United 
States,  or 

“(B)  documented  under  any  foreign  reg¬ 
istry,  until  such  vessel  has  been  documented 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  for  a 
period  of  three  years,  and 

“(2)  the  term  ‘built  or  rebuilt  outside  the 
United  States’  includes  the  construction  or 
alteration  abroad  of  any  major  component 
of  the  hull  or  superstructure  of  the  vessel.” 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any 
vessel — 

(1)  which  is  owned  and  operated  by  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  (as  defined  in 
section  905  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act, 
1936),  and 

(2)  which  was  built  or  rebuilt  under  a 
contract  which  was — 

(A)  entered  into  by  such  citizen  prior  to 
June  12,  1968,  or 

(B)  entered  into  by  such  citizen  on  or 
after  such  date  as  a  result  of  the  accept¬ 
ance  by  such  citizen  of  an  option  (specifying 

price  and  delivery  date)  made  prior  to  such 
cftte,  and 

the  building  or  rebuilding  of  which  was 
commenced  not  later  than  one  year  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and 

(4)  ^Nich  was  documented  under  United 
States  registry  upon  its  first  arrival  at  a 
United  Stipes  port  after  completion  of  such 
building  or  ^rebuilding,  but  no  later  than 
June  30,  197li>f  the  owner  of  such  vessel  in¬ 
formed  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  the 
contract  or  option  described  in  paragraph 
(2)  not  later  than\hirty  days  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  thiV Act. 

Sec.  2.  Section  90TVb)  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act,  1936  (46\u.S.C.  1241(b)),  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  “Except  where  the 
Maritime  Administration  has  made  a  ruling 
otherwise  prior  to  June  12,  1968,  concerning 
the  eligibility  of  a  vessel  under  this  sub¬ 
section  which  has  been  rebuilt  ot  actually  is 
being  rebuilt  or  such  date,  for  purposes  of 
this  subsection  the  term  ‘rebuilt  outside  the 
United  States’  includes  the  construction  or 
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alfSxation  outside  the  United  States  of  any 
majdf  component  of  the  hull  or  superstruc¬ 
ture  <3f  the  vessel.” 

The  SPEAKER .  Is  a  second  demanded? 

Mr.  MAILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be'considered  as  ordered. 

There  was  nonobjection. 

The  SPEAKER^  The  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Gakmatz]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GARMATZ.  B^r.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  this  bill  as 
reported  is  to  close  loopholes  in  existing 
law  which  have  been  construed  to  permit 
vessels  built  or  rebuilt  abNad  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  carriage  of  Government- 
sponsored  cargoes  intended  to  bea  eserved 
to  American-built,  American-flagwessels 
which  do  not  contain  any  major  portions 
of  the  hull  or  superstructure  which  V^ere 
built  or  rebuilt  outside  the  United  Stacks. 

The  bill  amends  section  2631  of  title 
of  the  United  States  Code,  which  provides' 
that: 

Only  vessels  of  the  United  States,  or  be¬ 
longing  to  the  United  States,  may  be  used  in 
the  transportation  by  sea  of  supplies  bought 
for  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  or  Marine 
Corps. 

This  bill  would  make  it  clear  that  the 
term  “vessels  of  the  United  States  or  be¬ 
longing  to  the  United  States”  does  not 
include  any  vessel  which  was  either,  first, 
built  or  rebuilt  outside  the  United  States, 
or  second,  documented  under  any  foreign 
registry,  until  such  vessel  has  been  docu¬ 
mented  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  for  a  period  of  3  years. 

The  bill  also  amends  section  901(b)  of 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  gener¬ 
ally  referred  to  as  the  Cargo  Preference 
Act,  which  presently  provides  that  at 
least  50  percent  of  the  tonnage  of  equip¬ 
ment,  materials,  or  commodities  moving 
overseas  under  Government-sponsored 
programs  must  be  carried  in  “privately 
owned  U.S.-flag  commercial  vessels.” 
Existing  law  excludes  from  the  definition 
of  “privately  owned  U.S.-flag  commer¬ 
cial  vessels”  any  vessel  which  has  been 
either  (a)  built  outside  the  United 
States,  (b)  rebuilt  outside  the  United  J 
States,  or  (c)  documented  under  am 
foreign  registry,  until  such  vessels  sh^ll 
have  been  documented  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  for  a  period  of  3  years. 

Existing  law  has  been  construed  so  as 
to  not  bar  vessels  which  have  .been  re¬ 
built  by  the  insertion  of  “fooeign-built 
major  components  of  hull  or/superstruc¬ 
ture”  where  such  component  are  assem¬ 
bled  into  the  rebuilt  vessqr in  the  United 
States. 

The  bill  protects  operators  who  in  re¬ 
liance  upon  existing  interpretations  of 
the  law  have,  priomo  June  12,  1968,  en¬ 
tered  into  contractual  commitments 
which  would  be/adversely  affected  under 
the  basic  amendments  proposed  by  this 
legislation.  / 

In  the  committee  report,  you  will  note 
the  concluding  statement  on  page  4  that: 

Your  Committee  believes  that  this  is  very 
desriabfe  legislation  and  when  enacted,  by 
giving’ assurance  to  American-flag  operators 
of  American-built  and  rebuilt  ships  that 


they  will  not  be  faced  with  competition  from 
vessels  embodying  lower  foreign  capital  costs, 
will  encourage  new  construction  and  mod¬ 
ernization  in  United  States  shipyards  to  aug¬ 
ment  the  ,  American-flag  unsubsidized  fleet. 
Your  Committee  urges  prompt  enactment  of 
this  important  measure. 

(Mr.  MAILLIARD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MAILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  join  with  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  our  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine 
and  Fisheries  in  urging  the  House  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  bill,  H.R.  163. 

This  bill,  as  amended  by  your  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Merchant  Marine,  would  pre¬ 
vent,  subject  to  certain  exceptions,  ves¬ 
sels  built  or  rebuilt  outside  the  United 
States  or  documented  under  foreign  reg¬ 
istry  from  carrying  Government-gener¬ 
ated  cargoes  restricted  to  American  ves¬ 
sels.  The  need  for  the  legislation  has 
arisen  as  a  result  of  interpretations  of 
the  law  by  the  Military  Sea  Transporta¬ 
tion  Service  and  by  the  Maritime  Ad¬ 
ministration.  The  effect  of  such  inter¬ 
pretations  has  been  to  permit  foreigr 
buil\  vessels  to  be  registered  for  oper 
tion  under  the  U.S.  flag  and  stiUr  be 
eligibleNo  carry  military  cargo.  Lr  also 
has  been\possible  for  major  huji  com¬ 
ponents  such  as  midsections  o£/a  vessel 
to  be  built  abroad,  towed  to  the  United 
States,  and  installed  in  vessais  of  Amer¬ 
ican  registry  \hthout  losjng  eligibility 
to  carry  Government-generated  cargo, 
which  is  subject  \o  the  American-flag 
cargo  preference  stajarKe.  As  a  result,  the 
purpose  of  the  carg<7\preference  laws — 
to  assist  in  the  prcunonon  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  maritime  in^ustry-A^ias  been  frus¬ 
trated. 

While  recognizing  the  nedd  to  remedy 
these  interpretations  of  theNJaw,  your 
Committee/m  Merchant  Marinedelt  that 
the  correction  had  to  be  accomplished  in 
an  equitable  manner.  Consequently,  the 
committee  amendment  to  the  bill  makes 
the  necessary  exceptions  so  as  to  av^jd 
any  possible  retroactive  effect  upon 
vessel’s  eligibility  prior  to  the  date  of  the'' 
Committee’s  action — June  12,  1968 — to 
'participate  in  the  carriage  of  Govern¬ 
ment-generated  cargoes.  This  simply  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  good  faith  of  those  American 
steamship  operators  who  have  acted  in 
reliance  upon  the  administrative  inter¬ 
pretations  of  the  law  enabling  them  to 
build  or  rebuild  vessels  abroad  without 
loss  of  Government-generated  cargoes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R. 
163. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
been  a  consistent  supporter  of  a  strong 
U.S.-flag  merchant  marine,  feeling  it 
vital  to  our  commerce  and  defense.  I  have 
supported  virtually  every  measure  to 
enhance  this  cause,  including  very  sub¬ 
stantial  subsidies  and  the  creation  of  a 
seperate  mantime  agency. 

This  measure,  however,  would  not  be 
in  the  interests  of  either  our  commerce 
or  defense,  or  indeed  of  our  domestic 
shipbuilding  industry.  It  is  opposed  by 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  the  De¬ 


partment  of  Defense,  and  the  Bureau/ 
the  Budget. 

Foremost,  the  Defense  Department 
says  the  bill  will  interefere  with  raff  sup¬ 
ply  operations.  In  its  report  oryxhe  bill, 
it  says : 

A  number  of  ships  now  incjftided  in  the 
privately  owned  U.S.-flag  merchant  fleet  and 
engaged  in  carrying  cargoes yor  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  were  rebuilt  or  converted  in 
foreign  yards,  or  had  mai/(r  portions  of  their 
hull  structures  replacedr  in  American  yards 
with  foreign-built  segments.  These  ships  were 
exempted  from  the  provisions  of  the  restric¬ 
tive  legislation  noWin  effect,  and  therefore 
were  able  to  prortoe  vital  transportation  to 
the  military  services. 

It  is  thus  mute  clear  that  virtual  trans¬ 
portation  he  the  military  services  is  in¬ 
volved.  TJfle  Defense  report  goes  on  to 
say: 

Wherf  however,  a  military  emergency 
existsrond  the  tonnage  of  military  cargo  is 
increased  substantially,  the  restrictions 
wfrroh  the  proposed  legislation  would  impose 
'on  the  Military  Sea  Transportation  Service 
Eould  become  a  serious  impediment  to  the 
accomplishment  of  effective  logistic  support 
of  troops  in  combat. 

The  report  concludes : 

The  net  effect  of  the  proposed  legislation 
would  be  to  reduce  the  number  of  American 
ships  which  might  be  used  to  provide  trans¬ 
portation  when  it  is  most  needed.  .  .  .  Any 
additional  restriction  imposed  upon  the  Mili¬ 
tary  Sea  Transportation  Service  in  the  selec¬ 
tion  and  use  of  ships  could  handicap  the 
delivery  of  essential  supplies  to  the  armed 
services. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  patriotism  of  the 
maritime  industry  and  unions  is  re¬ 
nowned  throughout  the  country.  The 
national  interest  must  come  first,  even 
when  the  interests  of  certain  segments 
of  the  maritime  industry  may  be  thought 
to  conflict. 

But  even  here,  the  evidence  is  that 
these  provisions  would  be  harmful  to  the 
domestic  industry.  The  Department  of 
Commerce  concluded  its  opposing  report 
on  the  bill  saying : 

We  are  opposed  to  the  amendment  the  bill 
would  make  to  section  901(b)  of  the  Mer¬ 
chant  Marine  Act,  1936.  This  amendment 
rould  close  off  the  possibility  of  upgrading 
tnte  unsubsidized  fleet  by  the  rebuilding  of 
vessels  in  U.S.  shipyards  with  foreign-built 
midb\dies.  It  is  an  advantage  to  shipowners 
to  be  \ble  to  upgrade  their  vessels  in  this 
way.  ThXcost  is  considerably  less  than  doing 
the  entire*,  rebuilding  in  the  United  States. 
It  is  also  aiv  advantages  to  U.S.  shipyards  in 
that  it  give^.  them  considerable  work  that 
they  otherwiseVmight  not  get.  It  is  an  advan¬ 
tage  to  the  United  States  in  that  it  upgrades 
the  unsubsidized  lteet. 

For  the  same  reasons  we  are  opposed  to  the 
amendment  the  billNwould  make  to  section 
2631  of  title  10  of  the\{nited  States  Code.  In 
addition,  we  are  opposeck to  this  amendment 
because  it  would  reduce\he  number  of  and 
quality  of  American-flag  vessels  available  to 
the  Defense  Department  inSfihies  of  emer¬ 
gency. 

Last  but  not  by  any  meankleast,  this 
is  a  protectionism  measure  anti,  like  all 
similar  attempts  to  exclude  foreign  com¬ 
petition,  lends  itself  to  retaliation\Since 
the  United  States  is  the  principal  grad¬ 
ing  Nation  of  the  world,  it  stands  to  h;se 
the  most  from  any  construction  of  inter- 
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ie  professions,  filling  supply  lines  before  a 
is  sold — all  of  these  essential  steps  com¬ 
fy  cost  more  than  the  drug’s  discovery. 
An  \nformed  estimate  is  that  an  important 
new  \rug  entity  represents  an  investment 
of  $7  million  or  more  and  seven  years’  time. 

IMENT-DIRECTED  RESEARCH? 

What  of^the  alternative  that  the  govern¬ 
ment  mightSundertake  direction  of  the  na¬ 
tion’s  pharmaceutical  research?  At  once  ex¬ 
isting  facilltiesy  equipment,  scientific  per¬ 
sonnel,  and  special  skills  of  the  pharmaceu¬ 
tical  industry  would  have  to  be  duplicated 
or  confiscated.  Cos tk  would  more  likely  in¬ 
crease  than  decreastk  but  they  would  be 
shunted  to  everyone  \ho  works  and  pays 
taxes. 

It  is  particularly  interesting  that  in  Eng¬ 
land— a  country  with  a  distinct  socialist 
orientation — the  pharmaceutical  industry 
has  not  been  completely  socialized.  Medi¬ 
cine  has  been  socialized — though  prescrip¬ 
tions  are  no  longer  free,  in  the  wake  of  the 
devaluation  of  the  pound;  but  theSnharma- 
ceutical  industry  has  been  comparatively 
free  to  pursue  a  course  similar  to  or 

In  England,  not  long  ago,  a  commVttee 
of  inquiry  into  the  pharmaceutical  indu 
said,  “There  may  be  an  element  of  economt 
waste  in  competitive  research,  but  the  evi-\ 
dence  we  have  obtained  leads  us  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  without  such  competition  there 
would  be  a  slower  rate  of  discovery.” 

There  is  considerable  evidence  that  far- 
reaching  implications  of  the  pharmaceutical 
industry’s  problems  are  neither  recognized 
nor  appreciated  by  the  majority  of  Ameri¬ 
cans.  One  difficulty  is  that  of  communication 
between  intelligent  outsiders  and  a  highly 
technological  industry.  This  letter  is  in¬ 
tended  to  help  bridge  the  gap  in  under¬ 
standing. 

There  are  those  who  believe  that  govern¬ 
ment  can  do  better  and  at  lower  cost  what 
the  industry  is  doing  and  has  been  doing, 
with  the  results  that  we  have  seen.  There 
is  no  solid  evidence  to  support  this  belief. 
But  in  every  man,  woman,  or  child  who  has 
been  saved  from  suffering  and  imminent 
death  by  a  modern  drug,  there  is  a  demon¬ 
stration  that  the  pharmaceutical  industry, 
stimulated  by  competition,  has  kept  faith 
with  the  people — and  a  caveat  against  turn¬ 
ing  it  over  to  a  tax-supported  bureaucracy. 

You  don’t  tear  down  a  good  house  be¬ 
cause  it  needs  a  few  alterations  and  im¬ 
provements.  Shortcomings  of  the  pharma¬ 
ceutical  industry — and  there  are  some — are 
of  the  sort  that  can  be  resolved  by  reason¬ 
able,  thoroughly-informed  men  with  a  con¬ 
structive  approach. 

Everyone  needs  the  pharmaceutical 
dustry — if  not  today,  then  almost  su/ely 
on  some  tomorrow.  Much  unfinished  .busi¬ 
ness  lies  ahead;  serious  business.  Pharma¬ 
ceutical  research  must  continue  to  make 
Its  contributions  to  unsolved  problems  of 
human  health. 

One  hopes  devoutly  that  tb/  yet-undis- 
covered  drug  we  may  need  tomorrow  is  be¬ 
ginning  to  emerge  from  somp/pharmaceutical 
laboratory  today. 


THE  “PUEBLO”AHOW  LONG,  MR. 
5IDENT? 

HON.  fltLIAM  J.  SCHERLE 

OP  IOWA 

OUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  16,  1968 

SCHERLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Is 
'176th  day  of  the  U.S.S.  Pueblo  and 
crew  have  been  in  North  Korean 
mds. 


MARLBORO’S  MEMORIAL  DAY 
EXERCISES 


HON.  PHILIP  J.  PHILBIN 

OP  MASSACHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  16,  1968 

Mr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Me¬ 
morial  Day  I  was  highly  privileged  and 
honored  to  be  the  guest  speaker  at  im¬ 
pressive  exercises  conducted  in  the  fine 
community  of  Marlboro,  Mass.,  in  my 
district. 

It  is  always  a  pleasure  for  me  to  meet 
and  greet  old  Marlboro  friends,  and  it 
was  particularly  impressive  for  me  to  see 
the  great  number  of  people  lining  the 
city  streets  to  view  the  Memorial  Day 
parade  and  the  huge  throng  which  gath¬ 
ered  in  historic  Monument  Square  to 
participate  in  the  closing  ceremonies  of 
the  city’s  Memorial  Day  observance. 

The  noted  Worcester,  Mass.,  Gazette 
in  its  May  31  edition  carried  an  account 
of  the  observance  and  I  place  it  in  the., 
^Congressional  Record,  together  with 
ill  text  of  my  remarks  at  these  w§H- 
iducted  exercises, 
ie  material  follows : 

[Fromythe  Worcester  (Mass.)  Ever/ng  Ga¬ 
zette,  May  31,  1968] 

Adults  Joined  by  Youth — Wa*'  Dead  Re¬ 
in  Area’s  Cities;  Towns 
Marlboro  A-With  special  memorial  services 
and  a  Main  Stteet  parade,  tae  city  took  time 
off  yesterday  toNionor  its  svar  dead. 

Tbe  generation'gap  way/ forgotten  as  young 
and  old  alike  marched  beneath  the  flags  that 
lined  the  way  to  Memorial  Square. 

The  day’s  observance  began  with  a  brief 
memorial  service  n/fron^qf  the  plaques  lead¬ 
ing  into  the  Veterans’  Memorial  Auditorium 
of  the  high  schawl.  Group  visits  to  the  graves 
of  the  city’s  fjfllen  soldiers  fallowed. 

At  10  the/parade  formationNmade  its  way 
from  the /nigh  school  parkings  lot  behind 
Marshal  /dim.  F.  Hanley,  past  commander  of 
the  Sgy  John  P.  Colleary  Post,  V.F/V^. 

boy  SCOUTS 

Marching  with  National  Guard  uni£n  and 
a /contingent  from  Fort  Devens  were  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  each  of  the  city’s  veterans’ 
'sociations.  And  with  them  were  the  Bo’) 
Scouts  and  marching  bands  from  Marlboro' 
High  School,  Immaculate  Conception  parish 
and  St.  Mary’s  Church. 

Twice  along  the  way,  the  march  was  halted 
and  the  bands  muted.  At  the  World  War  II 
Memorial  at  City  Hall  and  at  the  Doughboy 
Monument,  rifle  salutes  snapped  through  the 
stilled  crowds. 

More  than  a  thousand  lined  the  sidewalks 
to  watch  the  parade  as  it  progressed  down 
Main  Street  to  the  Grand  Army  of  the  Re¬ 
public  Monument  at  Monument  Square. 

Once  there,  the  marchers  and  spectators 
paused  to  hear  the  address  of  U.S.  Rep. 
Philip  J.  Philbin  of  Clinton. 

“The  sorrow  and  lesson  of  Memorial  Day,” 
he  told  the  assembly,  “is  that  the  price  for 
liberty  is  never  paid,  the  fruits  of  freedom 
never  fully  won,  the  rights  of  the  individual 
never  secure." 

And,  he  intoned,  "The  period  in  which  we 
live  is  no  exception.” 

UNBLEMISHED 

He  reminded  the  audience  of  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  that  must  be  borne  as  a  consequence 
of  the  freedoms  that  have  been  given.  “Let 
us  be  mindful  that  in  our  time  we  must 
stand  firmly  and  boldy,  as  they  did  in  theirs, 


to  be  worthy  of  the  great  sacrifices  the 
rendered,  to  preserve  and  protect  the  noble 
legacy  left  to  us  so  that  this  nation  may'  re¬ 
main  the  great  citadel  of  liberty  that/it  is, 
unblemished,  untarnished,  and  intact  not 
only  for  our  own  generation,  buy  also  for 
those  who  come  after  us.” 

Bringing  his  talk  to  a  close,  by'offered  this 
plea:  “Let  us  continue  to  strive  with  all  our 
hearts  and  with  every  measure  of  our 
strength  and  devotion  to  establish  an  honor¬ 
able  peace  in  Vietnam  and/the  world,  so  that 
this  nation,  and  all  nations,  may  live  to¬ 
gether  in  amity  and  understanding  and  work 
and  labor  together  fur  expanded  freedom, 
prosperity,  understanding  and  brotherhood 
for  all.” 

Speaking  with philbin  were  Robert  Thomas 
and  Nikki  Felpnis  of  Malboro  High  School, 
winners,  respectively,  of  the  American  Legion 
and  VFW  esSay  competitions. 

The  RtARev.  William  Sullivan,  pastor  of 
Immaculate  Conception  Church,  gave  the 
benediction,  and  the  Rev.  Herman  E.  Nelson, 
rectop/  of  Holy  Trinity  Episcopal  Church, 
closed  the  day’s  program  with  his  prayers. 


remarks  in  Part  of  Congressman  Philip  J. 
Philbin  Memorial  Day  Exercises,  Marl¬ 
boro,  Mass.,  May  30,  1968 
Mr.  Chairman,  reverend  clergy,  distin¬ 
guished  guests  and  veterans  and  friends. 

It  is  fitting  that  the  closing  exercises  of 
Marlboro’s  tribute  today  to  its  heroic  dead 
should  take  place  in  Monument  Square  be¬ 
fore  this  familiar  Grand  Army  of  the  Re¬ 
public  Monument,  and  close  to  the  famed 
historic  John  Brown  Bell  captured  at  Harpers 
Ferry  a  little  over  a  hundred  years  ago  by 
Union  soldiers  from  Marlboro. 

There  are  many  among  us  who  can  look 
back  on  the  memory  of  other  Memorial  Days 
and  take  note  with  a  bit  of  sadness  that  in 
many  places  the  community  observance  of 
this  holiday  is  not  what  it  used  to  be.  That 
is  why  it  is  particularly  inspiring  to  note  that 
Marlboro  has  kept  up  this  fine  custom  with 
visits  to  cemeteries  to  honor  our  dead  and 
with  a  traditional  Memorial  Day  Parade. 

All  of  us  are  indebted  to  the  veterans  or¬ 
ganizations  of  Marlboro  for  keeping  alive  this 
very  impressive  observance  of  Memorial  Day 
in  the  community,  and  I  am  honored  and 
proud  to  join  with  you  in  these  typical  Me¬ 
morial  Day  exercises  to  pay  our  heartfelt 
tributes  of  gratitude,  love  and  affection  to 
the  gallant  and  the  brave  of  every  American 
war,  who  served  our  country  with  total  loyal¬ 
ty  and  their  fullest  measure  of  devotion  and 
to  remember  and  honor  those  who  are  no 
longer  with  us. 

Since  the  Civil  War,  which  is  commem¬ 
orated  by  the  G.A.R.  Monument  here  in  Mon¬ 
ument  Square,  the  best  of  American  man¬ 
hood  lias  fought'  and  died  many  times  to 
preserve,  liberty,  justice  and  freedom  for 
Americans  here  at  home  and  peoples  in  dis¬ 
tant  places,  all  over  the  world. 

In  every  case  where  Americans  have  fought 
and  died,  weWe  always  had  the  hope  and 
prayer  that  “they  shall  not  have  died  in 
vain.”  But,  the\orrow  and  lesson  of  Me¬ 
morial  Day  is  that  the  price  for  liberty  is 
never  paid,  the  fruits  of  freedom  never  fully 
won,  the  rights  of  the  individual  never  se¬ 
cure.  The  period  in  which  we  live  is  no  ex¬ 
ception. 

As  the  nation  pauses  'to  its  affairs  on 
this  Memorial  Day  to  pay  'heartfelt  tribute 
and  honor  to  our  heroic  dead,  it  is  also  the 
time  and  place  to  express  our  gratitude  and 
to  remember  the  gallant  and  the  great  in 
every  American  generation  who 'laid  down 
their  lives  so  that  this  great  government  of 
ours,  in  its  dedication  to  human  freedom, 
might  survive,  grow,  prosper  and  b^ome, 
as  it  has  become,  the  greatest  nation  in  Wprld 
history. 
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No  honor  we  could  confer  upon  these 
gallant  men  would  be  enough  to  express 
our  thanks,  and  the  thanks  of  a  grateful 
nation,  for  what  they  have  done  to  pro¬ 
tect,  preserve  and  save  this  great  land  of 
ours,  its  homes,  its  freedoms,  its  vaunted 
Institutions  of  enterprise  and  justice. 

No  moimment  no  matter  how  great  and 
impressive!  no  plaque,  no  words  can  measure 
their  noble  Sacrifices.  They  rest  in  honored 
glory.  They  are,  enshrined  in  grateful  Ameri¬ 
can  hearts  with  eternal  love,  devotion  and 
gratitude.  \ 

On  this  day  of  dedication,  as  we  pay  trib¬ 
ute  to  our  honored  dead,  let  us  be  mindful 
that  in  our  time  we  must  stand  firmly  and 
boldly,  as  they  did  in 'theirs,  to  be  worthy 
of  the  great  sacrifices  they  rendered,  to  pre¬ 
serve  and  protect  the  noble  legacy  left  to 
us  so  that  this  nation  may  Remain  the  great 
citadel  of  liberty  that  it  is\unblemished, 
untarnished,  and  intact  not  only  for  our  own 
generation,  but  also  for  those\who  come 
after  us.  \ 

It  is  for  us  and  for  our  times,  as  it  al¬ 
ways  has  been  for  all  Americans,  f»  take 
up  the  burden  with  purpose  and  courage  to 
give  living  expression  to  the  memory 
example  of  the  great  sacrifice  of  those  Ve 
honor  today,  to  carry  out  the  inspiration, 
they  have  given  us  to  defend  our  blessed' 
land  and  its  priceless  liberties  against  those 
who  seek  our  destruction,  and  who  strive 
to  turn  this  free  nation  and  the  free  world 
into  conflict  and  tyranny. 

While  we  are  faced  today  at  home  and 
abroad  with  problems  of  surpassing  magni¬ 
tude  and  gravity,  while  the  poison  of  sub¬ 
versive  doctrine  and  activity  confronts  us  in 
many  places  at  home  and  abroad,  this  coun¬ 
try  will  never  give  up  its  freedoms,  and  it 
will  never  allow  those  who  are  seeking  to 
destroy  them,  whether  they  be  at  home  or 
abroad,  to  accomplish  their  evil  goals. 

As  in  other  instances  when  we  were  as¬ 
sailed  by  dangerous  enemies,  let  us  unite 
and  solidify  this  nation  as  never  before. 

There  is  no  problem,  however  serious  and 
challenging  that  this  country  cannot  solve, 
if  we  hold  fast  and  firm  to  the  truths  re¬ 
sponsible  for  our  freedom  and  our  great¬ 
ness  and  the  inspiring  ideals  of  our  hon¬ 
ored  dead. 

It  is  in  the  homes,  the  schools,  the 
churches,  and  the  communities  of  this  great 
land  of  ours  that  this  battle  must  be 
fought. 

With  courageous,  forward-looking  leader¬ 
ship,  and  with  the  American  people  work¬ 
ing  together,  regardless  of  race  or  creed, 
ready  to  assume  their  full  responsibilities 
as  citizens  of  this  great  country,  the  rich/ 
est,  the  most  powerful  and  the  freest  in  all 
history,  let  no  one  mistake  it,  this  country 
will  not  only  preserve  its  freedoms,  buy  will 
continue  to  rise  in  future  years  tc y  even 
greater  strength,  greater  prosperity/spread 
among  all  our  people,  and  even  broader  dedi¬ 
cation  than  ever  to  the  ideals  of  personal 
liberty,  and  free  government  where  law  and 
order  prevails.  / 

In  that  spirit,  of  confident  and  courage, 
let  us  continue  to  strive  with  all  our  hearts 
and  with  every  measure/ of  our  strength 
and  devotion,  to  establish 'an  honorable  peace 
in  Vietnam  and  in  the  world,  so  that  this 
nation,  and  all  nations,  may  live  together 
in  amity  and  understanding  and  work  and 
labor  together  for  .-expanded  freedom,  pros¬ 
perity,  understanding,  and  brotherhood  for 
all.  / 

Let  us  resolve  on  this  Memorial  Day  that 
the  example/of  the  brave,  the  free,  and 
gallant  shall  never  die  and  that  their  sac¬ 
rifices  will'  never  be  forgotten  by  a  grate¬ 
ful  American  people  who  owe  them  so  much 
and  intend  to  preserve  what  they  fought 
and  died  for. 


/ 

/ 


REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 


HON.  ROBERT  0.  TIERNAN 

OF  RHODE  ISLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday,  July  15,  1968 

Mr.  TIERNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  red¬ 
wood  forests  found  only  along  the  coast 
of  northern  California  have  been  the 
focus  of  a  growing  conservation  move¬ 
ment  for  a  number  of  years.  A  wide  va¬ 
riety  of  plans  have  been  advocated  by 
various  groups  and  interests.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  considerable  confusion  has  en¬ 
veloped  the  entire  situation. 

Hidden  by  this  confusion,  however,  are 
a  number  of  simple  points  which  indi¬ 
cate  the  action  we  must  take  if  we  are 
to  protect  a  fair  sample  of  the  great  old- 
growth  redwood  forests. 

The  first  point  is  the  most  basic:  We 
should  save  a  reasonable  and  superlative 
sampling  of  these  great  trees  and  their 
natural  environment.  That  we  should  do 
so  is  dictated  by  a  prudent  concern  for 
the  quality  of  the  American  environment 
and  for  the  opportunity  for  our  citizens, 
our  young  people  and  our  grandchildren 
to  know  these  great  forests.  The  redwood 
is  unique — the  tallest  of  living  things  on 
earth.  We  have  heard  much  in  recent 
years  of  the  need  to  exercise  stewardship 
of  our  resources.  Here  is  a  need  for 
stewardship  which  we  should  ,not  deny. 

The  second  point  I  would  make  is  this : 
In  setting  aside  a  national  park  to  pre¬ 
serve  a  sample  of  these  trees,  let  us  do 
the  kind  of  job  that  will  succeed.  Let  us 
be  sure  that  we  establish  a  park  within 
which  these  trees  can  truly  be  preserved. 

Finally,  in  establishing  this  park,  we 
should  choose  an  area  of  really  superla¬ 
tive  trees.  The  experts  of  the  National 
Park  Service  and  many  conservationists 
have  agreed  that  the  best  remaining,  as- 
yet-unprotected  stands  of  old-growth 
redwoods  are  found  in  the  valley  of  Red¬ 
wood  Creek  and  its  tributaries.  Here  is 
where  our  efforts  should  center — on  these 
areas  of  trees  which  are  unprotected  now 
and  which  will  surely  be  lost  soon  if  we 
do  not  act  responsibly. 

I  conclude  from  these  points,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  bill  does  not  do  the 
kind  of  job  needed.  It  proposes  a  park 
woefully  too  small,  and  incapable  of 
adequately  protecting  a  natural  red¬ 
wood  forest.  The  major  area  included 
in  the  bill  which  is  not  already  protected 
as  a  State  park  is  a  corridor  along  Red¬ 
wood  Creek.  This  corridor  is  less  than  a 
quarter  mile  wide  on  each  side  of  the 
creek.  It  cannot  protect  the  trees  along 
the  creek  from  damage  caused  by 
erosion  when  the  slopes  above  are  logged. 
It  cannot  protect  the  creek  itself  from 
siltation  and  pollution.  It  cannot  screen 
the  visitors  from  the  ugly  scars  of  logging 
operations  which  will  inevitably  enter 
the  upper  slopes  if  they  are  not  them¬ 
selves  included  within  the  park  plan. 

This  is  not  a  park  which  can  be  pre¬ 
served.  It  is  not  a  park  which  can 
properly  display  its  wonders  to  visitors 
adequately  provided  for  by  appropriate 
developments  and  a  quality  environment. 


July  16,  1968 

To  bring  this  plan  up  to  a  reasonable 
standard — recognizing  the  needs  of  the 
local  economy,  but  also  recognizing  that 
a  national  park  can  be  a  tremendous 
economic  boon  to  an  area — we  must  add 
certain  critical  areas.  We  must  extend  the 
boundaries  along  the  lower  Redwood 
Creek  from  ridge  to  ridge  so  that  a 
unitary  area  can  be  protected  from 
erosion  and  from  visible  scars.  As  a  mini¬ 
mum  we  must  add  the  drainages  of  Lost 
Man  Creek,  Little  Lost  Man  Creek,  and 
Skunk  Cabbage  Creek — all  in  this  lower 
Redwood  Creek  area.  These  are  complete 
watersheds  and  they  comprise  areas 
which  can,  in  fact,  be  preserved. 

I  call  upon  the  conferees  who  will 
consider  this  bill  with  the  other  body  to 
acceed  to  those  parts  of  the  Senate  act 
which  provide  for  these  important  areas 
to  be  included  in  this  national  park. 

This  is  the  minimum  we  must  do  if  we 
are  to  measure  up  to  the  level  of  steward¬ 
ship  necessary  for  the  redwoods  and  if 
we  are  to  measure  up  to  the  standards 
which  we  wish  to  maintain  in  our  great 
and  popular  national  park  system. 


RIGHTS  OF  FARMWORKERS 


HON.  PHILLIP  BURTON 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday,  July  16,  1968 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  right  of  farmworkers  to  or¬ 
ganize  and  to  engage  in  collective  bar¬ 
gaining  with  the  protections  offered 
workers  in  every  other  industry  in  our 
Nation  can  no  longer  be  ignored.  For  3 
years,  the  United  Farm  Workers,  AFL- 
CIO,  has  been  striking  to  seek  a  living 
wage,  the  right  to  collective  bargaining 
representation,  decent  fringe  benefits, 
and  the  chance  to  live  and  to  work  with 
dignity. 

A  boycott  of  California  table  grapes 
is  now  in  progress  in  support  of  this  con¬ 
tinuing  strike  and  a  strike,  authorized 
overwhelmingly  by  farmworkers  on  June 
\5,  1968,  against  the  Coachella  Valley 
growers  in  California.  The  Coachella 
Valley  growers  have  refused  a  repre¬ 
sentation  election  to  determine  whether 
or  not  \he  majority  of  the  workers  desire 
to  be  represented  by  the  union. 

I,  along,  with  organized  labor  across 
the  country*. am  happy  to  join  in  public 
support  of  tnh  boycott  as  a  legitimate  act 
by  the  farmworkers  to  gain  the  rights 
afforded  other  \inion  laborers  in  this 
country.  I  applauckthe  decision  by  Mayor 
John  Lindsay’s  office  to  support  the  boy¬ 
cott  in  New  York  CHw  which  normally 
buys  15  tons  of  California  table  grapes 
for  its  hospitals  and  jails.  And  I  regret 
that  the  Governor  of  mywn  State  has 
overlooked  the  plight  of  the^armworkers 
and  has  attacked  New  York  "City  for  its 
boycott  support.  \ 

This  country  and  the  Congrfess  have 
neglected  far  too  long  the  rightsNof  the 
farmworkers.  For  this  reason,  I  cospon¬ 
sored  H.R.  16014  which  would  ambnd 
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HIGHLIGHTS?  Senate  compiittee  reported  school  lunch  bill.  Senate  passed  vocational 
education  bill  with  school  lunch  program  amendment.  Senate  committee  voted  to  re¬ 
port  poultry  inspection  bill.  Senate  committee  reported  measure\to  establish  hunger 
commission.  House  /Committee  voted  to  report  wilderness  bills.  Se*i.  Morse  intro¬ 
duced  and  discussed  wheat  bill. 

SENATE 

1.  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION.  Passed,  88-0,  with  amendments  H.  R.  18366,  to  amend  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963  (pp.  S8799-816,  S  8818-29,  S8840).  Agreed  to, 
85-0/  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Javits,  modified  by  agreement  to  an  amendments  by  Sen. 
Ell/ider  (pp.  S8822-3),  to  authorize  $50  million  for  each  of  fiscal  years  X'3V969  and 
1970  for  school  lunch  and  breakfast  programs  (pp.  S8812-24).  Conferees  wei 
ippointed  (p.  S8828).  S.  3770,  a  similar  bill  was  indefinitely  postponed  (£s 
S8840). 


-  2  - 


PPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H, 
L8188,  the  Transportation  Department  appropriation  bill  (S.  Rept.  • 

140.5).  p.  S8737 

;reed  to  conference  report  on  H.  R.  18038,  the  legislative  branch  appro¬ 
priation  bill  (pp.  S8830- 33) .  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

BegAn  consideration  of  H,  R.  17023,  the  independent  offices  and  HyD  appro¬ 
priation,  bill.  pp.  S8754,  S8830,  S8836-7 


3.  HUNGER.  The\Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  Res. 
281,  to  establish  a  Select  Committee  on  Nutrition  and  Human  Ne^as  (S.  Rept. 
1416).  p.  S8TSJ 


4.  WILDLIFE.  The  Comxherce  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H/  R.  25,  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  cooperation  with  the  States,  to  conduct  an 
inventory  and  study  o£  the  Nation's  estuaries  and  their/natural  resources  (S. 
Rept.  1419).  p.  S873- 


5.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committe4  reported  an  original  bill 
S.  3848,  "to  amend  the  Natrona!  School  Lunch  Act"/(S.  Rept.  1428).  p.  S8738 


c 


6.  HEALTH;  SAFETY.  The  Commerce  (Committee  reporter  with  amendments  H.  R.  10790, 
to  amend  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  the  protection  of  the 
public  health  from  radiation  emissions  f rom/electronic  products  (S.  Rept. 
1432).  This  bill  was  referred  to  bhe  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  with 
instructions  that  it  be  reported  back  to/the  Senate  by  July  25.  p.  S8738 


7.  PUBLIC  LANDS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3) 

culture  to  release,  with  respect  toy/2  ac 
the  South  Carolina  State  Commissiopi  of  Forestry  requiring  the  lands  to  be  used 
for  public  purposes.  pp.  S8742-?43 


to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
*es,  a  condition  in  a  conveyance  to 


8.  OCEANOGRAPHY.  The  Labor  and  Pi 
close  of  business  Thurs.,  Jiyiy 
proposal,  p.  S8754 


lie  Welfare  Comi^ttee  was  granted  until  the 
18,  to  report  H.  13781,  the  sea-grant  college 


9.  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  2515,  to  authorize  the 
establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park,  Calif.  (pp.  S8816-7).  House  con¬ 
ferees  have  not  been  appointed. 


10.  TECHNICAL  SERVICES./  Concurred  in  House  amendment  to  S.  3245y  to  extend  for  an 

additional  3  years  the  authorization  of  appropriations  under\the  State  Technical 
Services  Act  of'  1965  to  make  the  1969  authorization  $6.6  milliW  (p.  S8830) . 

This  bill  wiLi  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  \ 

11.  POULTRY.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually Vreport)  with  amendments  H.  R.  16363,  to  authorize  a  more  aatequate 
program/of  poultry  inspection  in  the  U.  S.  p.  D695  \ 
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Department  of  Agriculture,  but  because 
kof  the  failure  of  local  school  districts 
id  States  put  themselves  in  a  position 
.effectively  use  this  kind  of  contribu¬ 
tion,  and  help  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment 

Mr.VAVTTS.  The  Senator  is  correct.  It 
is  fair  rs  say  that  it  is  the  judgment  of 
the  Secretory  of  Agriculture,  as  stated 
in  his  lettet  that  only  $50  million  could 
be  effectively  and  efficiently  spent  in 
fiscal  year  196$L  He  lays  that  also  on  the 
following  facts  \hich  I  will  read  to  the 
Senate: 

These  estimates  r^fiect  the  fact  that  the 
new  school  year  will Nbegin  in  little  more 
than  a  month.  State  school  lunch  agencies 
will  have  to  gear  up  In  that  short  period  to 
handle  an  increase  in  program  activity.  Local 
school  districts  will  need  toNnake  necessary 
arrangements  to  initiate  new  programs  or  to 
expand  existing  ones.  It  will  be\rell  into  the 
school  year,  probably  December, Nbefore  the 
expanded  program  as  a  practical  matter  can 
be  put  into  full  operation. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  tha^the 
need  is  as  the  Senator  has  stated.  The 
justification  is,  in  my  judgment,  that 
would  assist  Representative  Perkins  who\ 
has  led  the  House  into  taking  the  action 
it  took.  The  figures  the  Senator  has  given 
are  correct.  However,  we  are  now  faced 
with  something  we  always  face  in  the 
Appropriations  Committee  in  reality,  so 
that  there  are  situations  where  the  need 
can  be  very  great,  but  we  can  just  feed 
so  much  down  the  pipeline  within  a 
given  time.  Apparently,  from  the  letter 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  we  must 
accept  his  evaluation  that  all  we  can 
efficiently  and  effectively  feed  into  the 
pipeline  for  1969  is  $50  million. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President;  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  proposal  is  now  to  provide 
$50  million  for  this  year  and  $50  million 
for  the  second  year  and  $100  million  for 
the  third  year. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  assume  that  the 
proposal  for  $100  million  for  the  third 
year  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the 
school  districts  will  have  geared  up  so 
as  to  be  able  effectively  to  use  that 
amount  of  money. 

Would  the  Senator  comment  oy 
whether  he  feels  it  will  be  possible/ 
provide  the  same  local  school  districts — 
which  are  not  now  adequately  geared  up 
to  utilize  the  money  to  feed  the/nungry 
children  that  are  already  in  tlje  school 
districts — with  the  $100  millym  for  the 
second  year.  There  would  Jmen  be  $50 
million  the  first  year,  $100  million  the 
second  year,  and  $100  million  in  the  third 
year. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
honest  business  judgment  that  it  could 
be — and  I  emphasize  that — $50  million, 
$75  million,  and  tffien  $100  million.  How¬ 
ever,  very  frankly,  I  am  embarrassed  by 
the  assumptions  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture/and  Forestry,  whether  justi¬ 
fied  or  not 

We  al/ live  here  together,  and  we  all 
do  majify  things  together.  In  all  decency 
and  honesty,  I  must  tell  the  Senator  that 
I  ajn  taking  the  second  year  figure  of  $50 
ion  only  because  of  the  desire  for 
Comity  -  and  accommodation  with  the 
'Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
which  made  that  finding  this  morning.  I 


do  not  find  that  it  assaults  my  con¬ 
science,  in  all  frankness,  but  one  could 
have  gone  to  the  $75  million  figure  just 
as  well. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Oregon  would 
go  with  me,  in  the  hope  of  offering  some 
proposal  which  will  meet  some  wide¬ 
spread  acceptance — we  still  have  to  get 
the  money  and  go  through  conference, 
and  so  forth — that  he  would  stay  with 
me  on  accepting  the  figures  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  for 
the  first  2  years. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  One  further  com¬ 
ment:  I  would  certainly  be  happy  to  join 
the  Senator  from  New  York  in  support¬ 
ing  any  realistic  program.  However,  I 
believe  it  should  be  clearly  pointed  out 
to  the  Senate  today  that  we  are  dealing 
here  with  two  issues.  One  item  with 
which  we  are  dealing  is  the  problem  of 
hungry  children,  and  there  are  sufficient 
hungry  children  today  to  utilize  $100 
million  of  support  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  second  item  we  must  con¬ 
sider  is  that  we  are  dealing  with  certain 
political  and  administrative  machinery/ 
which  is  evidently  the  obstacle  for 
vin  the  Senate,  to  appropriate  the  Kill 
L00  million  today. 

fr.  JAVITS.  The  Senator  is  conrfect. 

■  HATFIELD.  I  believe  we'  should 
do  everything  to  put  the  pressure  on 
these  Itaal  districts  as  well  as  to  assure 
these  lotol  districts  that  there  is  ade¬ 
quate  fumling  for  such  programs  when 
they  mightWant  to  go  smead  and  com¬ 
mit  themselves,  because  some  of  them 
have  been  fearful  to /Commit  themselves 
before  they  knew  bnat  there  was  ade¬ 
quate  funding.  LDmelieve  we  must  get 
that  word  acros/ t\  them,  to  encourage 
them  to  go  al/ad  a^d  plan  their  own 
action. 

Mr.  JAVEZ'S.  I  agree  \Vith  the  Senator 
completely:  That  is  why  \  said  that  an 
optimum/  program  here  would  be  $50 
million/$75  million,  and  $100  inillion. 

Mr/  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the/Senator  yield? 
fr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  have  one  question: 
’he  $50  million,  $50  million,  and  $110 
million  that  the  Senator  is  talking  about 
are  section  32  funds  or  section  32  funds 
plus  appropriations  if  needed? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Section  32  funds  is  the 
way  my  amendment  would  read.  But  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
has  come  in  with  a  proposal,  and  they 
have  liberty  to  substitute  their  ideas  for 
mine.  They  have  come  in  with  a  proposal 
for  $50  million  each  year,  to  come  out  of 
appropriated  or  section  32  funds  as  the 
Appropriation  Act  would  provide. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Under  the  proposal  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York,  this  is  an 
authorization,  not  an  appropriation? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  correct.  Except 
that  it  is  allowed  to  be  drawn  out  of  sec¬ 
tion  32  funds.  Then  it  would  be  thrown 
into  the  administrative  arena,  because 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  then  au¬ 
thorized  to  use  these  funds  without  ap¬ 
propriations  action,  provided  he  can  pass 
muster  with  the  Budget  Bureau  and  the 
internal  business  which  goes  on  in  the 
executive  department. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  What  would  happen 
if  there  were  not  enough  section  32 
funds? 


Mr.  JAVITS.  The  provision  reads  “r 
to  exceed”  or  “up  to.” 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  yml  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Do  I  corre/ly  under¬ 
stand  that  it  is  the  best  judgWnt  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
that,  under  the  present/circumstances, 
this  is  the  best,  most  practical  forward 
step  that  can  be  made/in  this  field? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  beheve  so.  It  is  really  my 
honest  judgment, /nd  it  is  said  with  no 
joy,  because  I  would  want  very  much  to 
have  the  provision  as  we  had  it.  We  must 
face  the  fact  /iat  there  are  many  points 
of  view  am/ig  Members  of  the  Senate. 
I  am  simply  trying  to  take  account  of 
that  in  o/ier  to  produce  a  result.  I  believe 
that  is /hat  we  all  desire. 

Mr/MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
pliment  the  Senator  from  New  York  on 
hi/ usual  efficiency  and  the  most  efficient 
anner  in  which  he  has  approached  this 
'matter  in  order  to  bring  it  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  and  to  try  to  get  all  interested 
areas  of  Government  to  understand  this 
problem. 

I  recall  a  year  ago,  when  the  poverty 
subcommittee  first  ran  into  the  problem. 
It  was  in  Mississippi  we  first  ran  across 
the  problem.  Since  then,  we  have  been 
trying  to  come  to  grips  with  the  problem. 
I  have  watched  the  progress,  slow 
though  it  has  been  over  the  year.  I 
believe  it  would  be  most  helpful  and  most 
gratifying  if  we  could  arrive  at  least  at 
this  step  in  taking  care  of  a  need  that 
exists,  which  will  not  go  away  unless  we 
do  something  about  it  in  a  concrete, 
feasible,  factual  manner. 

I  compliment  the  Senator. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  from  New  York  state  is  modifica¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  have  not  yet  modified 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Does  the  Senator  from 
louisiana  control  the  time  on  this 
amendment? 

ie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator'from  Oregon  controls  the  time. 

Mr.NVIORSE.  I  yield  such  time  to  the 
Senatonfrom  Louisiana  as  he  requires. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  last 
Monday,  wb  had  a  conference  that  lasted 
approximately  15  or  20  minutes,  and  it 
was  my  desirkto  try  to  effectuate  some 
kind  of  compromise  on  the  so-called 
Javits  amendmer 

I  knew  in  advarife:  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  coulck  not  spend  during 
fiscal  year  1969  moreSthan  $50  million, 
and  I  suggested  that  the  entire  matter 
before  the  Senate  be  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculturetmd  Forestry. 
The  reason  for  that  was  to\>btain  from 
the  Secretary  his  views  as  toNiow  much 
money  he  could  use  during  fiscal  1969. 

The  Javits  amendment  provides  for 
an  authorization  for  the  use  of  $108.  mil¬ 
lion  of  section  32  funds  each  fiscal  year 
for  3  years. 
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The  bill  that  I  reported  this  after- 
nctQn,  S.  3848,  authorizes  $50  million  for 
the  current  fiscal  year  and  $50  million 
for  next  year. 

I  try  to  be  a  realist.  After  learning 
that  the\Secretary  of  Agriculture  could 
effectively^use  only  $50  million,  I  took  the 
matter  up  With  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  HollanW.  We  are  both  on  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  on  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bn 

I  told  Senator  JXvits  and  others  that  I 
felt  that  the  conferees  could  provide  the 
$50  million  without  having  to  go  through 
the  regular  legislative\process — that  is, 
requiring  the  agency  t\  go  before  the 
committees  and  make  a  cs^se.  I  thought 
it  would  be  a  better  plan  foKus  to  accept 
the  $50  million  through  theVonference 
we  are  now  having  rather \than  go 
through  the  regular  legislative  processes. 
One  part  of  the  agreement  we  had,  as  I 
understood  it,  was  not  mentioned.  What¬ 
ever  action  was  taken  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  by  way  of 
bill  would  be  presented  to  the  Senate^ 
That  is,  the  bill  reported  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  would  go  to  the  calendar  and  remain 
there.  Meanwhile,  the  substance  of  what 
the  Agriculture  Committee  proposed 
would  be  presented  to  the  Senate  in  lieu 
of  the  Javits  amendment — in  other 
words,  as  a  modification  of  the  Javits 
amendment.  And  it  was  my  view  that  if 
we  could  obtain  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  the  bill  I  pro¬ 
posed  and  which  we  did  obtain,  which 
actually  adopts  the  two  bills,  H.R.  17872 
and  H.R.  17873,  that  came  from  the 
House  and  were  referred  to  the  commit¬ 
tee,  we  could  use  that  as  a  lever  in  order 
to  get  the  conferees  to  agree  to  $50 
million. 

If  the  conferees  were  successful  in  ob¬ 
taining  the  $50  million  for  fiscal  1969 
in  the  appropriation  bill,  then  whatever 
action  might  have  been  taken  by  the 
Senate  today  on  the  bill  now  before  it 
would  be  deleted  in  conference.  The  pro¬ 
vision  proposed  to  be  included  in  the 
pending  bill  would  become  unnecessary 
if  the  $50  million  were  made  available 
through  the  conference  that  is  now  going 
on  between  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Senate.  It  is  my  considered  judg¬ 
ment  that  if  we  proceed  in  that  way  we 
will  obtain  the  $50  million  within  a 
matter  of  a  few  days,  and  I  think  thi 
is  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

I  do  not  want  to  go  into  all  the  figures 
that  I  submitted  on  Monday  as  to/what 
the  Congress  is  already  doing  ana  what 
the  Department  is  already  doing  and 
has  been  authorized  to  do.  Fc \y  the  fiscal 
year  1969  the  Department  of /Agriculture 
will  have  for  these  programs  $1,050,000,- 
000.  If  the  proposal  that /the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  sub¬ 
mitted  is  adopted,  andrif  we  can  get  the 
conferees  on  the  Hcjtise  side  to  agree  in 
conference  to  the/$50  million,  we  will 
thereby  add  $50/million  more  to  the 
$1,050,000,000  yfe  now  have. 

It  is  my  vipiv  that  that  procedure  by 
which  we  obtain  the  money  immediately 
is  better  than  authorizing  the  use  of  sec¬ 
tion  32  ftmds,  and  trusting  that  other 
demands  on  that  fund  will  not  use  up  the 
fund  arid  prevent  its  use  for  this  purpose. 

I  feel  confident  from  the  information 
I  obtained  this  morning  that  the  House 


will  probably  agree  to  the  $50  million  to 
add  to  the  amount  we  already  have  in  the 
appropriation  bill. 

I  think  that  is  a  proper  procedure  and 
in  the  next  Congress  it  is  my  hope  that 
this  entire  program  can  be  looked  into 
and  funds  made  available  in  order  to 
take  care  of  the  children  mentioned  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  President,  the  great  trouble  has 
been  that  in  many  districts,  particularly 
big  States  like  New  York  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  they  did  not  take  heed  and  they 
did  not  try  to  put  into  effect  a  school 
lunch  program.  Why  they  did  not  do  so, 

I  do  not  know,  but  in  my  opinion  many 
of  these  children  come  from  that  area. 
It  is  my  hope  that  the  next  Congress  can 
look  into  the  entire  program  and  try  to 
make  possible  the  distribution  or  use  of 
these  funds  so  that  the  children  who  are 
really  underfed  and  who  lack  food  can 
be  taken  care  of.  I  am  very  hopeful  we 
will  be  able  to  do  that  and  I  am  sure 
we  can. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  and  I  am 
sl*re  my  good  friend  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland]  would  agree,  if  we  can  put  this 
through  as  I  have  suggested  today,  with-, 
in  thXnext  few  days  we  will  have  tl 
$50  mfrfion,  and  that  amount  can 
added  to  the  moneys  that  have  been  .pro¬ 
vided  heretofore.  The  bill  I  have  just  in¬ 
troduced  wilt  remain  on  the  deslyand  we 
can  take  action  later,  if  necessjury;  that 
is,  if  the  conferees  fail  to  protjrae  the  $50, 
million. 

The  Senator  froffv  Ovegoyf  [Mr.  Morse] 
was  present  at  the  conference  and  I  am 
sure  he  will  recall  thacJi' the  amendment 
were  modified  according  to  the  way  I 
have  just  stated,  and  if  she  $50  million 
were  provided,  their the  conferees  on  the 
bill  that  he  is  handling  willNstrike  from 
that  bill  the  pro*K>sal  we  are  now  making. 

Mr.  MORSEr  I  order  to  maintain  my 
impartiality^  yield  myself  such  Dime  on 
the  bill  as  1  require. 

I  wouldr  like  to  have  the  attention 
the  Senator  from  New  York  and 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  in  particulal 
and  >a so  the  attention  of  other  Senators.' 

appen  to  be  the  Senator  who  sug¬ 
gested  to  the  majority  leader  that  we 
ry  to  get  the  group  together  in  a  con¬ 
ference  in  the  cloakroom  during  a 
quorum  call,  and  then,  after  the  quorum 
call,  during  the  transaction  of  other  busi¬ 
ness,  as  we  laid  aside  the  pending  busi¬ 
ness.  This  was  suggested  as  an  effort 
to  resolve  the  differences  that  developed, 
because  we  were  having,  as  some  Sena¬ 
tors  may  recall,  quite  a  discussion  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  was  not  in  the 
best  of  keeping  with  the  rules  and  de¬ 
corum.  That  suggestion  was  agreed  to. 

It  is  only  fair  for  me  to  cite  my  recol¬ 
lection  of  those  who  were  at  the  confer¬ 
ence:  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellen- 
der]  ;  Senator  Holland,  Senator  Young 
of  North  Dakota,  Senator  Aiken,  the 
majority  leader,  Senator  Hart,  Senator 
Javits,  and  myself. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  And  Mr.  Clark  of 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MORSE.  And  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  say  they  are 


all  men  of  good  faith.  They  were  meeting 
on  a  common  objective  of  trying  to  re¬ 
solve  this  very  difficult  parliamentary/ 
procedural,  and  substantive  problem  tl 
had  developed  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Men  of  good  faith  can  come  to  differ¬ 
ent  conclusions  as  to  what  transpired  in 
a  conference,  just  as  witnesses  tcyan  inci¬ 
dent  can  tesitfy  differently  aar to  what 
they  observed  and  heard.  I  yant  to  say 
that  any  difference  in  pointer  af  view  any 
one  of  those  persons  in  the  conference 
may  have  as  to  what  wads  offered,  what 
was  agreed  to,  or  the  terminal  time  limit, 
is  no  reflection  at  ail  on  any  member 
of  that  conference  >who  has  a  different 
recollection  as  to/«iy  understanding  or 


supposed  undersj 
Mr.  Presider 


mding. 

I  say  that  in  defense  of 
every  membei/6f  that  conference. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington,  I  believe,  has  a  conference  report. 
I  yield  tymim  for  that  purpose,  without 
the  time  being  counted  against  the  time 
on  th^mill. 

JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Se/fator  yield? 

[r.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Before  the  Senator  yields, 
I  wish  to  recall  that  we  are  bound  by  a 
4  o’clock  voting  time. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  will  need  only  20 
seconds. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Very  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  is  recognized. 

».  ' 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  REDWOOD 
NATIONAL  PARK,  CALIF. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  S.  2515. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hollings  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  amendment  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to 
authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  for  others  purposes,  which 
was,  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert: 

That  in  order  to  preserve  significant  ex¬ 
amples  of  the  primeval  coastal  redwood 
(Sequoia  sempervirens)  forests  and  the 
streams  and  seashores  with  which  they  are 
associated  for  purposes  of  public  inspiration, 
enjoyment,  and  scientific  study,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  establish 
an  area  to  be  known  as  the  Redwood  Nation¬ 
al  Park  in  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties, 
California. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  area  to  be  included  within 
the  Redwood  National  Park  is  that  gen¬ 
erally  depicted  on  the  map  entitled  “Pro¬ 
posed  Redwood  National  Park,”  numbered 
NP-RED-7113,  and  dated  June  1968,  copies 
of  which  map  shall  be  kept  available  for  pub¬ 
lic  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National 
Park  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
shall  be  filed  with  appropriate  officers  of  Del 
Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties.  The  Secretary 
may  from  time  to  time,  with  a  view  to  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  purpose  of  this  Act  and  with  par¬ 
ticular  attention  to  minimizing  siltation  of 
the  streams,  damage  to  the  timber,  and  as¬ 
suring  the  preservation  of  the  scenery  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  national  park  and  sea¬ 
shore  as  depicted  on  said  map,  modify  said 
boundaries,  giving  notice  of  any  changes  in¬ 
volved  therein  by  publication  of  a  revised 
drawing  or  boundary  description  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  and  by  filing  said  revision  with 
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the  officers  with  whom  the  original  map  was 
filed,  hut  the  acreage  within  said  park  shall 
at  no  time  exceed  twenty-eight  thousand 
five  hundred  acres,  exclusive  of  submerged 
lands. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  park  and  seashore  shall  not  in¬ 
clude  existing  State  highways,  but  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  may  cooperate  with  ap¬ 
propriate  officials  of  the  State  of  California 
and  of  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties  in 
patrolling  and  maintaining  such  roads  and 
highways. 

Sec.  3  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
acquire  lands  and  interests  in  land  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
and,  in  addition  thereto,  not  more  than  ten 
acres  outside  of  those  boundaries  for  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  site  or  sites.  Such  acquisition 
may  be  by  donation,  purchase  with  appropri¬ 
ated  or  donated  funds,  exchange,  or  other¬ 
wise,  but  lands  and  interests  in  land  owned 
by  the  State  of  California  may  be  acquired 
only  by  donation,  and  no  other  lands  or  in¬ 
terests  in  land  Within  the  boundaries  of  the 
park  shall  be  acquired  until  said  State  has 
conveyed  or  agreed  to  convey  the  lands  owned 
by  it  therein  to  the  United  States  for  the 
purpose  of  this  Act.  If  any  individual  tract 
or  parcel  of  land  to  be  acquired  is  partly  in¬ 
side  and  partly  outside  said  boundaries,  the 
Secretary  may,  in  order  to  minimize  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  severance  damages,  acquire  the  whole 
of  the  tract  or  parcel,  exchange  that  part  of 
it  which  is  outside  the  boundaries  for  land 
or  interests  in  land  inside  the  boundaries  or 
for  other  land  or  interests  in  land  to  be 
acquired  pursuant  to  this  Act,  and  dispose  of 
so  much  thereof  as  is  not  so  utilized  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949  (63  Stat.  377) ,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471 
et  seq. ) .  The  cost  of  any  land  so  acquired  and 
disposed  of  shall  not  be  charged  against  the 
limitation  on  authorized  appropriations  con¬ 
tained  in  section  10  of  this  Act. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  to 
acquire,  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  lands  and  interests  in  land  bordering 
both  sides  of  the  highway  between  the  pres¬ 
ent  southern  boundary  of  Prairie  Creek  Red¬ 
woods  State  Park  and  a  point  on  Redwood 
Creek  near  the  town  of  Orick  to  a  depth  suffi¬ 
cient  to  maintain  or  to  restore  a  screen  of 
trees  between  the  highway  and  the  land 
behind  the  screen  and  the  activities  conduct¬ 
ed  thereon. 

(c)  In  order  to  afford  as  full  protection  as 
is  reasonably  possible  to  the  timber,  soil,  and 
streams  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized,  by  any  of  the 
means  set  out  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  to  acquire  interests  in  land  from,  and 
to  enter  into  contracts  and  cooperative  agree¬ 
ments  with,  the  owners  of  land  on  the  pe¬ 
riphery  of  the  park  and  on  watersheds  tribu¬ 
tary  to  streams  within  the  park  designed  to 
assure  that  the  consequences  of  forestry 
management,  timbering,  land  use  and  soijt 
conservation  practices  conducted  thereon,  or 
of  the  lack  of  such  practices,  will  not  ad¬ 
versely  affect  the  timber,  soil,  and  streams 
within  the  park  as  aforesaid.  As  used  in  this 
subsection,  the  term  “interests  in  land’’  does 
not  include  fee  title  unless  the  Secretary 
finds  that  the  cost  of  a  necessary  less-than- 
fee  interest  would  be  disproportionately  high 
as  compared  with  the  estimated  cost  of  the 
fee.  No  acquisition  shall  be  effectuated  ex¬ 
cept  by  donation  and  no  contract  or  coopera¬ 
tive  agreement  shall  be  executed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  sub¬ 
section  until  sixty  days  after  he  has  notified 
the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  his  in¬ 
tended  action  and  of  the  costs  and  benefits 
to  the  United  States  involved  therein. 

(d)  Upon  agreement  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  administer  the  same  as  a  part  of  its 
State  park  system,  the  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized  to  acquire,  by  any  of  the  means  set  out 


in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  tract 
of  land  comprising  approximately  three 
hundred  and  ninety  acres,  in  sections  5,  8, 
and  9,  township  1  north,  range  2  east,  which 
is  frequently  referred  to  as  the  Van  Duzen 
grove  and,  upon  request  of  the  State,  to 
transfer  title  to  said  tract  to  it.  Said  title 
shall  revert  to  the  United  States  if  the  State 
fails  or  ceases  to  administer  the  land  for 
public  park  and  recreation  purposes  or  if  it 
attempts  to  transfer  the  title  to  any  third 
party  for  any  purpose. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Improved  property  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
shall  not  be  subject  to  condemnation  as  long 
as  its  conforms  to  zoning  bylaws  established 
by  the  county  in  which  the  property  is  sit¬ 
uated,  which  bylaws  conform  to  standards 
set  by  the  Secretary.  Such  bylaws  shall  be 
designed  among  other  things,  (i)  to  permit 
only  such  minor  improvements  on  the  prop¬ 
erty  as  are  compatible  with  the  purpose  of 
the  park  and  seashore  and  (ii)  to  promote 
the  purpose  of  the  park  and  seashore  by 
establishing  acreage  limits,  frontage  and  set¬ 
back  requirements,  and  procedures  for  giving 
public  notice  of  zoning,  variances,  and  ex¬ 
ceptions. 

(b)  The  owner  of  improved  property  on 
the  date  of  its  acquisition  by  the  Secretary 
under  this  Act  may,  as  a  condition  of  such 
acquisition,  retain  for  himself  and  his  heirs 
and  assigns  a  right  of  use  and  occupancy  of 
the  improved  property  for  noncommercial 
residential  purposes  for  a  definite  term  of 
not  more  than  twenty-five  years  or,  in  lieu 
thereof,  for  a  term  ending  at  the  death  of 
the  owner  ro  the  death  of  his  spouse,  which¬ 
ever  is  later.  The  owner  shall  elect  the  term 
to  be  reserved.  Unless  the  property  is  wholly 
or  partially  donated  to  the  United  States,  the 
Secretary  shall  pay  the  owner  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  property  on  the  date  of  acqui¬ 
sition  minus  the  fair  market  value  on  that 
date  of  the  right  retained  by  the  owner.  A 
right  retained  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
be  subject  to  termination  by  the  Secretary 
upon  his  determination  that  it  is  being  ex¬ 
ercised  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the 
purpose  of  this  Act,  and  it  shall  terminate  by 
operation  of  law  upon  the  Secretary’s  notify¬ 
ing  the  holder  of  the  right  of  such  determi¬ 
nation  and  tendering  to  him  an  amount 
equal  to  the  fair  market  value  of  that  portion 
of  the  right  which  remains  unexpired. 

(c)  The  term  “improved  property”,  as 
used  in  this  section,  means  a  detached,  non¬ 
commercial  residential  dwelling,  the  con¬ 
struction  of  which  was  begun  before  Octo¬ 
ber  9,  1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the 
land  on  which  the  dwelling  is  situated,  the 
said  land  being  in  the  same  ownership  as 
the  dwelling,  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate 
to  be  reasonably  necessary  for  the  enjoyment 
of  the  dwelling  for  the  sole  purpose  of  non¬ 
commercial  residential  use,  together  with  any 
structures  accessory  to  the  dwelling  which 
are  situated  on  the  land  so  designated. 

Sec.  5.  In  exercising  his  authority  to  ac¬ 
quire  lands  and  interests  in  land  by  exchange 
under  this  Act,  the  Secretary  may  accept  title 
to  non-Federal  property  and  transfer  to  the 
grantor  any  federally  owned  property  under 
his  jurisdiction  in  the  State  of  California, 
except  property  needed  for  public  use  and 
management,  which  he  classifies  as  suitable 
for  exchange  or  other  disposal.  The  values  of 
the  properties  so  exchanged  either  shall  be 
approximately  equal  or,  if  they  are  not  ap¬ 
proximately  equal,  shall  be  equalized  by  the 
payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  to  the 
Secretary  as  the  circumstances  require. 

Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  any  Federal  property  located 
within  any  of  the  areas  described  in  sections 
2  and  3  of  this  Act  may,  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  head  of  the  agency  having  custody 
thereof,  be  transferred  without  consideration 
to  the  administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  use  by  him  in  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  this  Act. 


Sec.  7.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall  have  the 
same  authority  with  respect  to  contracts  for 
the  acquisition  of  land  and  interests  in  land 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  was  given  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  other  land  ac¬ 
quisitions  by  section  34  of  the  Act  of  May 
30,  1908  (35  Stat.  545,  40  U.S.C.  261),  and 
the  Secretary  and  the  owner  of  land  to  be 
acquired  under  this  Act  may  agree  that  the 
purchase  price  will  be  paid  in  periodic  in¬ 
stallments  over  a  period  that  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  ten  years,  with  interest  on  the  unpaid 
balance  thereof  at  a  rate  which  is  not  in 
excess  of  the  current  average  market  yield  on 
outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the 
United  States  with  remaining  periods  to 
maturity  comparable  to  the  average  matu¬ 
rities  on  the  installments. 

(b)  Judgments  against  the  United  States 
for  amounts  in  excess  of  the  deposit  in  court 
made  in  condemnation  actions  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  section  1302  of  the 
Act  of  July  27,  1956  (70  Stat.  694),  as 

amended  (31  U.S.C.  724a)  and  the  Act  of 
June  25,  1948  (  62  Stat.  979),  as  amended  (28 
U.S.C.  2414,  2517) . 

Sec.  8.  The  present  practice  of  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
of  maintaining  memorial  groves  of  redwood 
trees  named  for  benefactors  of  the  State 
redwood  parks  shall  be  continued  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  in  the  Redwood  National  Park. 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the 
Redwood  National  Park  and  Seashore  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
August  25,  1916  (39  Stat.  535,  16  U.S.C.  1-4), 
as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Sec.  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  not  more  than  $56,750,000 
for  acquisition  of  lands  and  interests  in  land 
pursuant  to  section  3  of  this  Act  and  not 
more  than  $10,000,000  for  necessary  devel¬ 
opments  within  the  Redwood  National  Park. 

And  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An 
act  to  establish  a  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for 
other  purposes.’’ 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  and  request  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses,  and  that  the  Chair  be  authorized 
to  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Jackson, 
tytr.  Anderson,  Mr.  Bible,  Mr.  Kuchel, 
and  Mr.  Hansen  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  announced 
that  the  House  insisted  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  bill  (S.  20)  to  provide  for 
a  comprehensive  review  of  national  water 
resource  problems  and  programs,  and 
for  other  purposes,  disagreed  to  by  the 
Senate;  agreed  to.  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate  on  She  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 
Aspinall,  Mr.  Johnson  of  California, 
Mr.  Haley,  Mr.  SayloV  and  Mr.  Rei- 
necke  were  appointed  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  at  the  conference. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  insisted  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona- 
New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes, dis¬ 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate;  agreed  to  the 
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(Conference  asked  by  the  Senate  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thei-eon,  and  that  Mr.  Aspinall,  Mr. 
JohnSpn  of  California,  Mr.  Edmondson, 
Mr.  Udall,  Mr.  Saylor,  Mr.  Hosmer,  and 
Mr.  Button  of  Utah  were  appointed 
managers  \>n  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  hacPdisagreed  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Sehate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
14935)  to  amend  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  to  regulate  the  mailing  of  master 
keys  for  motor  vehiclh  ignition  switches, 
and  for  other  purposes^  asked  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  Senate  onfbe  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses\thereon,  and 
that  Mr.  Dulski,  Mr.  Henderson,  Mr. 
Olsen,  Mr.  Nix,  Mr.  Corbett, 'Mr.  Gross, 
and  Mr.  Cunningham  were  ^pointed 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  H^use  at 
the  conference. 

VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION  AMENf 
MENTS  OF  1968 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration’ 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  18366)  to  amend  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
we  have  a  complete  record  of  what  is 
involved  in  some  facets  of  this  particular 
matter.  I  wish  to  mention  an  ancillary 
matter.  It  is  ancillary  to  the  substance 
of  the  Javits  amendment  and  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  bill  that  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  reported 
to  the  Senate.  But  I  do  think,  however, 
that  it  was  a  backdrop  in  front  of  which 
we  all  stood  in  getting  consideration  of 
this  matter. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  some  days  ago 
the  jurisdictional  question  was  raised  as 
to  whether  the  school  lunch  program 
should  be  handled  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  or  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 
During  my  absence  in  Oregon,  there  had 
been  left  for  my  consideration,  until  I 
returned,  the  matter  of  the  reference  of 
the  school  lunch  program.  Apparently, 
the  assumption  of  some  Senators  was 
that  I  might  want  to  raise  objection  to 
the  transfer  of  the  program  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Argiculture  and  Forestry. 

When  I  returned,  I  studied  the  facts.. 
The  record  is  clear  that  I  said  on  tl 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  I  was  raising/Ao 
objection.  I  stated  that  the  praetice/fiad 
been  established  for  some  years/past, 
with  the  understanding  and  app/6val  of 
the  present  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  fMr.  Hill] 
and  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry /[  Mr.  Ellen- 
der],  that  school  lunch/program,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  view  of  t/eir  relationship 
to  food  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and,  as  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]  said  at  the  time,  in  re¬ 
spect  to  section/ 32  funds,  should  be 
handled  by  the/Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry. 

I  made  it/ery  clear  in  my  statement 
in  the  Seijdte  that,  without  relation  to 
any  pending  piece  of  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion,  I  reserved  the  right,  if  I  am  here 
next  year — and  if  I  am  here  next  year, 
I  shall  be  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on/abor  and  Public  Welfare,  if  the  Sen¬ 


ate  follows  its  usual  seniority  practices — 
to  raise  the  question  of  jurisdiction  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  not  related  to 
any  particular  bill  at  the  time. 

I  mention  this  because  I  think  it  is 
the  backdrop  that  is  involved  to  some 
extent  in  this  discussion;  so  I  went  into 
the  conference  out  in  the  cloak  room. 
The  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  stated 
my  understanding  of  the  position  clearly. 
He  pointed  out  to  us  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  made  clear  to  him  this 
morning — which  was  verified  in  the  let¬ 
ter  submitted  to  us — that  he  could  not 
spend  more  than  $50  million  in  the  next 
2  years  on  the  school  lunch  program. 
The  Senator  from  Louisiana  pointed  out 
the  situation  in  regard  to  the  appro¬ 
priations  conference.  He  also  pointed 
out  the  situation  in  regard  to  the  Perkins 
bill  on  the  House  side,  that  they  were 
considering  a  piece  of  legislation  in  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
which,  I  understand,  has  been  consider¬ 
ed  and  is  at  the  desk,  and  that  he  thought 
we  should  try  to  get  the  matter  handled 
through  the  Appropriations  Committee 
ahd  the  Commitee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  set  fortl 
his  position — which  he  clearly  stat 
this  afternoon — and  I  want  to  say  rilfht 
here  and\now  that  I  think  the  Se/ator 
from  New  York,  the  Senator  fronyPenn- 
sylvania  [Miv  Clark]  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mrt  Cooper],  thy  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke],  and 
the  Senator  frornMichigan  {Mr.  Hart] — 
who  are  the  authors  of  wljat  is  known  as 
the  Javits  amendment, /which  was  in¬ 
troduced  originally  to  iS 0  3770,  and  which 
the  Senator  proposes  feo\.dd  to  the  pend¬ 
ing  vocational  education  bill  as  an 
amendment,  havc/made  aVreat  contri¬ 
bution  to  this  whole  mattery of  seeking 
to  get  additional  funds  for  the  school 
lunch  program  to  feed  what  weyknow — 
as  my  colleague  from  Oregon  [MS,  Hat¬ 
field]  pointed  out  a  few  minutes 
comprise/'  a  large  number  of  boysVnd 
girls  in/ this  country  who  are  hungi 
They /need  school  lunches.  They  nee< 
more  than  school  lunches,  they  need 

want  to  say  that  I  join  them  is  em¬ 
phasizing  this  issue  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate ;  but  our  desire  to  get  food  for  the 
children,  I  do  not  think,  should  in  any 
way  cause  us  to  overlook  the  problems 
which  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
raised.  Thus,  I  want  to  say  here  and 
now  that  if  we  do  not  get  the  amount 
of  money  we  seek  now,  we  should  follow 
the  procedures  suggested  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana.  That  will  not  stop  us  at 
all,  next  year,  from  seeking  a  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  for  more  money 
for  the  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The  only 
sure  way  to  get  the  money  for  this  year, 
the  $50  million  for  school  lunch  is 
through  the  way  suggested  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana.  I  understand  there 
will  not  be  another  supplemental  bill 
this  year  that  it  could  be  added  to.  I,  as 
one  of  the  conferees  on  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill  now  in  conference 


with  the  House  would  be  happy  to  in¬ 
clude  the  $50  million  as  proposed. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  want  to  thank  the  Ses 
ator  from  North  Dakota  for  his 
ments. 

I  want  to  talk  now  about  the  offer  or 
offers  that  were  made  in  the  conference, 
because  they  have  been  accurately 
stated;  but  in  view  of  the  fa</that  I  am 
the  Senator  in  charge  of  me  bill  and 
I  want  a  vocational  education  bill,  I  do 
not  want  it  to  be  damaged  by  any  con¬ 
flict  with  the  school  lur/n  program  when 
it  can  be  amicably  resolved. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  My  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Ore/on  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  MORSE. /yield. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Is  the  decision  based 
upon  the  la ey.  of  facilities  as  set  forth  in 
the  Secretary’s  letter,  or  is  it  based  up¬ 
on  the  appropriations  conference? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  has  pointed  out - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  1/ie  Senator  has  expired. 

/bo  yields  time? 

'  Mr.  MORSE.  On  the  bill? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  How  much  time  remains, 
Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  time  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Then  I  take  time  on  the 
amendment,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  some¬ 
one  yield  me  some  time? 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  pointed  out,  it  is  due  to 
lack  of  facilities. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  It  is  a  question  of  lack 
of  facilities,  then,  as  set  forth  in  the 
Secretary’s  letter.  The  Secretary’s  let¬ 
ter  has  been  read,  but  it  did  not  get  into 
the  specifics  of  the  lack  of  facilities.  It 
seems  inconceivable  that  the  Secretary 
is  not  able  to  handle  $50  million  in  the 
second  year,  even  if  he  is  not  able  to 
handle  it  in  the  first  year.  I  was  wonder¬ 
ing  whether  that  is  set  forth  in  the  letter 
from  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Can  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  answer  that? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  is  referring,  I  think,  to  the  letter 
fiWn  Secretary  Freeman  dated  July  17, 
196k.  which  will  be  printed  in  full  in  the 
report  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture\and  Forestry. 

However,  if  it  is  desirable  to  have  it 
printed  inNthe  Record  at  this  time,  I  am 
happy  to  atk  unanimous  consent  that 
there  be  printed  in  the  Record  the  letter 
dated  July  17,  1968,  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  ISllender]  from  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  Freeman,  on  this 
subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printhjl  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  op  AgrIculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  J\ly  13,  1968. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  I  am  r^ponding 
to  your  request  as  to  the  amount  or,  funds, 
in  addition  to  those  presently  approved  by 
the  Senate  in  the  pending  AgricultureSAp- 
propriation  bill,  which  the  Department  co^ld 
expeditiously  and  effectively  use  in  provid 
meals  for  needy  children  in  schools  and  in\ 
other  group  activities  outside  the  school  in 
fiscal  1969. 
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12.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Harris  criticized  reducing  appropriations  for  the  National 

Science  Foundation  (pp.  S8859-60)  and  Sen.  Pell  urged  that  the  Senate  support 
the\:ommittee  recommendation  (pp.  S8890-95). 


13.  FOREIGN  RTRADE. 
Retreat?\  pp, 


Sen.  Magnuson  inserted  an  address  "Foreign  Trade: 
S8862-4 


Cothpete  or 


14.  REORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Ribicoff  inserted  former  HEW  Secretary  Gardner's  comments 

supporting  legislation  to  establish  a  new  "Hoover"  Commission  /to  study  the 
organization,  operation,  and  management  of  the  executive  bradch.  pp.  S8871-2 
Sen.  Hartke  inserted  his  own  article  supporting  extabli/ning  an  Office  of 
Congressional  Counsel  General  designed  to  assist  the  Congress  in  its  legislative 
function  and  in  its\efforts  to  insure  just  and  responsive  relations  with  the 
administrative  and  judicial  branches  of  the  Government/  pp.  S8906-9 

15.  U.S. -MEXICO.  Sen.  Mon toy^.  urged  passage  of  the  authorizing  legislation  for  the 
United  States-Mexico  Commission  for  Border  Development,  pp.  S8879-80 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  MaiVsfield  announced  the  Senate  will  be  in  session  on 
Sat. --and  following  the  farm  b\ll  will  take  u p  either  the  transportation  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  or  the  public  works  appropriation/bill.  Following  that  the  long  staple 
cotton  bill.  Next  week  the  LaborXand  HEW  appropriations,  if  reported;  and  State, 
Justice,  and  Commerce  appropriations,  if  /reported,  p.  S8921 
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17.  FOREIGN  AID.  Passed,  228-184,  wi  th  /mendmhnts  H.  R.  15263,  the  foreign  aid  autho¬ 
rization  bill  (pp.  H6930-7001).  Agreed  to 'an  amendment  by  Rep.  Thomson,  Wise., 
to  reduce  the  authorization  for  /the  Development  Loan  Fund  to  $350,000,000  (pp. 
H6939-46)  and  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Fascell  that  no  sales  be  made  under  Public 
Law  480  to  any  developed  country  which  trades  w^th  Cuba  (p.  H6976).  Rejected, 
48-115,  an  amendment  by  Rep/ Gross  to  provide  fork  a  1-year  moratorium  on  foreign 
aid  funds  (pp.  H6930-39)  and  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Bindley  that  not  less  than  50% 
of  the  amount  appropriated  for  the  Development  LoanRund  be  available  solely  for 
programs  related  to  food  production  and  population  growth  (pp.  H6948-51).  Agreed, 
268-150,  to  a  motion  by  Rep.  Adair  to  recommit  the  billkwith  instructions  to  cut 

i  approximately  $165  million  from  the  authorization.  Pursuant  to  recommital  in¬ 
structions  the  bil/was  reported  back  and  amendments  providing  the  required  cut 
in  authorizations/agreed  to  (including  a  reduction  of  the  Alsliance  for  Progress 
funds  to  $420,CX)0,000)  (pp.  H6999-7000) .  Other  funds  authorised  in  the  bill  as 
passed  includ</ $200,000,000  for  technical  cooperation,  and  $5,1(^0,000  for  local 
currency, 

18.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.  18706,  She  District 
of  Columbia  appropriation  bill,  1969  (H.  Rept.  1729),  and  H.  R.  1870X  the 
Defens/  Department  appropriation  bill,  1969  (H.  Rept.  1735).  p.  H7036 

19.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  and  the  Public  Works  Committee  appr6yed 
several  watersheds,  pp.  D704-5 
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20.  FiSH  PROTEIN.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  voted  to  report  (but  did/hot 

actually  report)  S.  3030,  to  develop  fish  protein  concentrate,  p.  D70 

21.  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  2515,  to  establish  the 

Redwood  National  Park,  Calif,  p.  H6928 

22.  INDIAN  AFFAIRS.  Rep.  Berry  deplored  poverty  on  the  Indian  reservations.  p« 

H6930 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


23.  FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Xarbstein  inserted  an  article  from  the/journal  of  Commerce 

on  the  effects  of  a 'possible  moratorium  on  foreign  aidy  pp.  E6611-12 

Rep.  Monagan  spoke\£n  favor  of  the  prompt  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1968.  p.  E6627 

24.  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Schadeberg\inserted  an  article  or/  the  efforts  of  the  Wise.  Powe^” 

and  Light  Co.  to  launch  an  anti-pollution  drive/  p.  E6618  ^ 

25.  EMPLOYMENT.  Rep.  Rarick  inserted  an  article  /n  the  difficulties  of  finding  jobs 

for  youths  which  included  a  suggestion  for/4  separate  wage-scale  for  youths, 
pp.  E6620-1 

Rep.  Reuss  inserted  an  article  ohytho''' efforts  of  Youthpower,  Inc.  to  find 
worthwhile  summer  employment  for  younteAieople.  pp.  E6631-2 

26.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Dow  inserted  an  addre/s  by\Howard  Bertsch,  Administrator  of  F.H.A., 

on  rural  poverty  in  which  he  stated  that  ci^e  U.  S.  cannot  continue  to  neglect 
its  critical  social  needs,  pp.  #6624-6 

27.  WILDLIFE.  Rep.  Gude  inserted  a(n  article  critical  of  the  Interior  Dept's  role 

in  efforts  to  build  a  high-rise  development  at  Hunting  Creek  on  the  Potomac 
which  would  be  detrimental/co  wildlife,  pp.  E662o^9 

28.  HUNGER.  Rep.  Rarick  inserted  articles  on  the  starving,  people  of  Biafra  and  the  G 

alleged  lack  of  sincere  efforts  to  help  them.  pp.  E66H5-6 

Sen.  Cooper  inser/ed  a  letter  written  to  his  wife  onN^unger  in  America  and 
the  difficulties  f^ced  by  farm  families,  p.  E6653 

29.  RURAL  AMERICA.  R4p.  Hungate  inserted  an  article  on  the  many  difficulties  facing 

the  rural  farm/r  of  today,  pp.  E6640-1 

30.  EXTENSION  SERVICE.  Sen.  Javits  inserted  an  article  on  the  efforts\of  the  Federal 

Extension /Service  to  help  the  people  of  Rockland  County,  New  York,>^djust  to  the 
changine/environment.  pp.  E6641-2 

31.  FARM  S/BSIDIES.  Rep.  Madden  opposed  proposed  farm  program  extension  andNinserted 

a  li/fet  of  "fabulous”  payments  made  to  certain  corporate  farms  in  the  U. 
p  ./E66U2 
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sonal  rectitude,  secure  in  his  belief  in 
the  highest  moral  principles. 

Now  is  the  time  for  me  to  publicly 
tH^nk  him  for  all  he  has  done,  to  testify 
toNny  admiration  for  what  he  is  as  a 
marKand  a  friend.  For  his  countless  ef¬ 
forts  and  sacrifices  in  my  behalf,  I  thank 
him  frmn  the  bottom  of  my  heart.  I  wish 
that  I  could  convey  the  emotion  that  I 
feel  on  thi\occasion,  but  it  is  impossible 
to  do  so. 

Gene  Kinney  and  I  have  traveled  a 
long  road  together.  His  loyalty  and 
friendship  have  been  among  the  prized 
possessions  of  myNhfe.  May  his  career 
of  service  continue  fior  many  years  to 
come  and  be  filled  wnsh  the  health  and 
happiness  that  should  oe  the  lot  of  my 
dear  and  cherished  friemiL  who  is  truly 
a  good  and  faithful  associate. 

Mr.  MURPHY  of  Illinois.  BL\  Speaker, 
I  am  proud  and  happy  to  join  (Sene  Kin- 
naly’s  many  friends  and  associates  in 
honoring  him  today  for  having  sekyed  50 
years  on  Capitol  Hill. 

Never  to  indulge  in  self-aggranc 
ment,  Gene,  as  administrative  assistant 
to  Speaker  McCormack,  has  always  beer 
in  his  quiet  and  unassuming  way  a  stal¬ 
wart  member  of  the  Speaker’s  staff. 

Gene  has  been  an  eminent,  faithful, 
and  able  servant.  I  shall  always  remem¬ 
ber  and  treasure  his  willingness  and  de¬ 
sire  to  help  me  whenever  he  could.  I  have 
benefited  of  his  advice  and  counsel. 

Gene  Kinnaly  has  come  to  be  known 
as  one  of  the  most  knowledgeable  and  ca¬ 
pable  men  on  Capitol  Hill.  It  is  not  nec¬ 
essary  for  me  to  recount  his  distinguished 
career  as  we  are  all  well  aware  of  his 
work  as  a  dedicated  man. 

In  addition  to  these  attributes,  he  is 
also  a  man  of  integrity  who  seeks  to  be 
of  assistance  to  his  fellow  man,  and  I 
know  that  all  of  us  in  this  great  body 
have  found  him  as  accommodating  as 
anyone  could  possibly  be. 

Gene  Kinnaly  is  a  man  who  likes  to 
get  things  done.  Through  the  year’s  that 
I  have  served  in  Congress,  it  has  been  a 
pleasure  to  be  associated  with  him.  He 
has  rendered  to  Speaker  McCormack,  his 
Nation,  and  his  State,  service,  dedication, 
and  devotion  which  is  unexcelled. 

Let  me  then  say,  congratulations 
Gene,  on  this  wonderful  occasion,  a/a 
may  God  bless  you  and  grant  you/an 
abundance  of  health  so  that  you/may 
continue  to  serve  for  many  mor/  years 
to  come. 

Mr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.  Speakaf,  I  have 
learned  with  great  pleasure/that  today 
marks  50  years  of  service  on  Capitol  Hill 
for  our  dearly  beloved  mend,  Mr.  Eu¬ 
gene  T.  Kinnaly,  administrative  assist¬ 
ant  to  our  great  Speaker. 

This  is  indeed  a  noteworthy  and  very 
rare  occasion  and  kne  which  delights  all 
of  us  who  have  Wad  the  opportunity  of 
noting  Gene’s  mmendous  dedication  to 
his  work,  his  Outstanding  efficiency  and 
his  magnificent  aptitude,  zeal,  and  en¬ 
thusiasm  Lor  the  public  service. 

He  hap  in  truth  been  a  tower  of 
strengri*  and  support  and  a  great,  sus¬ 
taining  force  in  the  office  of  our  illustri¬ 
ous ^speaker  and  the  House.  Seemingly 
tir/less  and  certainly  endowed  with  rare 


ability,  vitality,  and  staying  powers,  it 
can  well  be  said  of  Gene  that  he  works 
around  the  clock  in  a  most  able,  devoted, 
assiduous  manner.  He  is  a  doer  and  an 
achiever  who  takes  great  pride  in  his 
work  and  never  spares  himself.  His 
knowledge  of  the  Government  and  ac¬ 
quaintance  with  its  leaders  and  per¬ 
sonnel  is  vital  and  is  prodigious. 

His  loyalty  and  devotion  to  the  Speak¬ 
er  and  to  the  tasks  committed  to  his 
charge  set  an  historic  example,  and  are 
an  inspiration  to  all  of  us  who  have  had 
the  opportunity  of  seeing  Gene  in  ac¬ 
tion  in  his  very  busy  sphere. 

Widely  known,  highly  respected,  and 
sincerely  loved  in  the  Congress  and  the 
Capitol  community,  Gene  Kinnaly  has 
made  a  record  on  Capitol  Hill  that  will 
be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  any¬ 
one  to  excel. 

I  am  very  happy  to  share  this  great 
anniversary  of  Gene’s  with  him,  his  de¬ 
voted  family  and  his  many  loving  and 
admiring  friends,  and  I  joyously  extend 
to  him  and  to  all  his  dear  ones  my  heart¬ 
iest  congratulations  upon  this  enduring 
record  of  dedicated  work  for  our  great 
Speaker,  the  constituents  of  the  Nir 
issachusetts  District  and  the  Natj6n. 
fiiope  that  Gene  will  be  with  us  for 
mank  more  years  to  guide,  advise,  and 
help  t^e  Speaker,  and  all  of  usyand  the 
Congress  and  Government  with  the  im¬ 
portant  Vork  of  those  who/serve  here 
during  the^e  critical  days,  and  I  wish  for 
him  and  hiXdear  ones  continued  good 
health,  long  lfo,  success/in  all  their  en¬ 
deavors  and  happiness  Ooy,  contentment, 
and  peace  for  mafiv  v/ars  to  come. 

Mr.  O’NEILL  oprMassachusetis.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  witty  deep  admiration  that 
I  pay  tribute  to/ay  to\a  very  great  and 
noble  American  and  vkry  dear  friend, 
Eugene  Timothy  Kinnaiy.  administra¬ 
tive  assistant  to  our  Speaker.  Today 
marks  hia'  50th  anniversary"^ as  a  con¬ 
gressional  aide  in  the  House  \f  Repre¬ 
sentatives — 50  years  as  the  confidant  of 
legislators  and  administrators,  5(V years 
as  hVnind-the-scenes  technician  of  legis¬ 
lation,  50  years  as  a  dedicated  public 
irvant. 

Gene  has  never  sought  fame  anc 
praise.  He  has  only  sought  to  serve  his 
Nation.  This  he  has  done,  quietly  and 
efficiently,  with  great  ability,  enormous 
loyalty,  and  sincere  devotion. 

To  Boston  and  to  Capital  Hill,  he  is 
known  as  the  dean  of  congressional  sec¬ 
retaries.  To  his  friends  and  relatives,  he  is 
known  as  a  living  saint.  He  does  not 
drink,  smoke,  or  swear,  and  he  attends 
church  daily. 

Everyone  who  meets  Gene — whether 
he  be  a  Cabinet  member,  a  Senator,  a 
Congressman,  a  foreign  dignitary,  or  a 
constituent  of  the  Speaker’s  district — is 
impressed  by  his  friendliness,  his  cour¬ 
tesy  and  helpfulness,  his  attentive  kind¬ 
ness,  and  his  intelligent  advice.  Our  be¬ 
loved  dean  of  secretaries  is  an  honest, 
dependable  man  with  a  deep  sense  of  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  pride  in  his  Nation  and 
State.  A  tireless  worker  and  an  outstand¬ 
ing  administrator,  he  has  a  profound 
knowledge  of  the  workings  of  govern¬ 
ment. 


For  10  years,  1918  to  1928,  he  served  aa 
assistant  to  the  late  Honorable  James 
Gallivan,  of  Massachusetts.  For  the  last 
40  years  he  has  been  the  right-handmian 
of  our  great  and  beloved  Speaker  and 
my  very  good  friend  and  colleag^,  John 
W.  McCormack. 

As  the  Speaker’s  chief  aidfe,  the  size 
and  complexity  of  his  task  isaremendous. 
But  no  undertaking  is  toc/great  for  this 
extraordinary  man.  Ga/ie  heads  a  12- 
man  staff  in  the  officeyHe  keeps  himself 
constantly  informed/on  administrative 
goals  in  Congress/  keeps  the  House 
Calendar  up  to  date,  and  maintains  a 
close  liaison  withriegislators,  Federal  de¬ 
partment  hea/s,  foreign  envoys,  and 
dignitaries. 

But  throj/ghout  this  hectic  day,  he 
is  never  top  busy  or  too  pressured  to  take 
time  to  &we  someone  a  reassuring  smile, 
a  kindyencouraging  word,  or  to  offer  his 
sound/counsel  to  all  who  seek  it. 

I  know  that  I  speak  not  only  for  my¬ 
self;  but  for  all  my  colleagues  in  Con¬ 
gress,  and  their  staff  assistants,  when  I 
fay  that  knowing  Gene  is  one  of  the  most 
pleasant  experiences  you  enjoy  here  in 
Washington. 

On  this  important  occasion,  I  would 
like  to  thank  Gene  for  his  warmth  and 
understanding,  his  sincere  friendship, 
and  for  his  service  to  our  esteemed 
Speaker,  the  Commonwealth  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  and  the  Nation.  May  God  bless 
him  and  may  happiness  follow  him  all 
the  days  of  his  life.  May  be  continue  to 
serve  the  Nation  and  the  State  he  loves 
so  well. 

Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  asso¬ 
ciations  we  make  on  Capitol  Hill  are 
among  our  greatest  experiences  and  our 
most  cherished  memories.  The  longer  we 
serve  here  the  closer  these  relationships 
become. 

Over  30  years,  first  as  a  visitor  and 
later  as  an  employee  and  Member  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  it  became 
my  real  pleasure  to  know  a  man  who  is 
a  gentleman  in  every  noble  sense  in 
which  that  word  is  used.  Today,  that 
man,  Gene  Kinnaly  has  completed  50 
years  of  service  on  the  Hill.  Gene  is  not 
a  complicated  man.  He  is  a  good  man,  an 
unassuming  person  who  wears  his  laurels 
Sjvith  ease.  His  friendly  and  warm  smile 
idiates  to  those  around  him  and  meet¬ 
ing,  him  in  the  hallways  of  the  Capitol  is 
always  a  pleasant  occasion. 

On \his  day  that  marks  a  half  century 
of  sendee  for  him  here,  I  extend  to  him 
my  warmest  felicitations.  I  know  my  life 
has  been  eWiched  by  knowing  Gene  Kin¬ 
naly  and  mV  personal  affection  for  him 
has  increasecKwith  each  passing  year.  I 
trust  that  it  will  continue  to  do  so  for 
many  years  aheate. 


GENERAL\LEAVE 

Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  thafi.  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which 
to  revise  and  extend  their\emarks  on 
the  50  years  of  service  of  Gen's  Kinnaly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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APPOINTMENT  OP  CONFEREES  ON 

S.  2515,  REDWOOD  NATIONAL 

PARK,  CALIF. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  establishment  of  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  a 
House  amendment  thereto,  insist  on  the 
House  amendment  and  agree  to  the  con¬ 
ference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Aspinall,  Taylor,  Johnson  of  Califor¬ 
nia,  Saylor,  and  Kupferman. 

—  GOVERNMENT  CORPORATION 

SHOULD  RUN  POST  OFFICE 

(Mr.  HECHLER  of  West  Virginia ^ked 
and  was  given  permission  to  addressee 
House  for  1  minute,  and  to  revise  ai 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HECHLER  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
Speaker,  despite  the  postal  rate  increase 
which  the  Congress  voted  last  year, 
present  indications  are  that  the  annual 
postal  deficit  will  run  about  $450  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  fiscal  year  just  ended. 

This  underlines  the  necessity  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  take  early  and  affirmative 
action  in  carrying  out  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  President’s  Commission  on 
Postal  Organization  which  recently  re¬ 
ported  in  an  outstanding  report  entitled 
“Toward  Postal  Excellency.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  this  proposal 
will  be  given  airmail  special  delivery 
treatment  by  Congress,  rather  than  be¬ 
ing  consigned  to  the  dead  letter  office. 

At  a  time  when  taxes  are  rising  and 
we  are  making  efforts  to  cut  Government 
cost,  I  believe  it  is  necessary  that  we  give 
very  serious  consideration  toward  turn¬ 
ing  the  postal  service  over  to  a  Govern¬ 
ment  corporation  which  will  be  able  to 
do  a  more  efficient  job  in  delivering  the 
mail,  and  in  protecting  the  taxpayers. 

Today,  the  Postmaster  General  has  no 
authority  over  setting  rates.  We  have 
seen  spring  up  a  system  whereby  the 
junk  mail  lobby  and  other  powerful  loby 
bies  have  kept  rates  low  in  relation 
costs.  Right  now,  the  6-cent  stamp  n*fys 
109.3  percent  of  the  cost  of  delivering 
first-class  mail.  Third  class  regular  rates 
cover  only  81  percent  of  the  cost  of  de¬ 
livery.  This  means  that  the  taxpayers 
have  to  make  up  19  cents  om  of  every 
dollar  it  costs  to  deliver  jiufk  mail,  and 
over  a  year’s  time  this  inounts  up  to 
$209  million.  A  Government  corporation, 
armed  with  a  fixed  formula  for  rate¬ 
making,  could  tie  theiates  of  advertising 
mail  to  what  it  cost/  to  deliver  it. 

Many  postal  jobs  are  filled  on  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  Congressmen.  I  favor  a 
Government  corporation  which  would 
hire  on  the  Msis  of  merit  and  efficiency 
and  let  Congressmen  stick  to  their  more 
important/role  of  lawmaking  instead  of 
trying  to  settle  arguments  over  who 
should/run  the  post  office  at  Garret’s 
Ben< 

Speaker,  the  time  for  action  is 
r.efw,  and  I  hope  that  this  commission 
eport  is  widely  read,  and  quickly  acted 
on. 


SANTA’S  POST  OFFICE 

(Mr.  McCLURE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  a  letter.) 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  is  a  letter  addressed  to  Hon.  W. 
Marvin  Watson,  Postmaster  General: 
Hon.  W.  Marvin  Watson, 

Postmaster  General,  Post  Office  Department, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Watson:  Yes,  Marvin,  there  is  a 
Santa.  He  resides  in  a  little  town  in  northern 
Idaho  hearing  his  name.  At  least  he  did  un¬ 
til  you  ordered  his  post  office  closed  last  week. 
Now,  I  suppose  he  will  have  to  look  elsewhere 
for  a  place  to  live. 

You  see,  Marvin,  every  Christmas  thou¬ 
sands  of  children  all  over  the  country  write 
their  letters  to  Santa.  Most  of  these  letters 
are  forwarded  to  that  little  fourth-class  post 
office  you  closed.  “Santa’s  helpers”- — the 
lumberjacks,  housewives,  and  businessmen 
who  live  at  Santa,  Idaho — often  work 
through  the  night  to  see  that  these  children 
receive  a  personal  letter  on  Santa’s  behalf. 
Where  these  letters  will  be  sent  in  the  future 
^is  hard  to  say. 

kI  wonder  how  little  four-year-old  W. 
rvin  Watson,  III,  feels  upon  learning  thaj 
hisNoaddy  has  deprived  Santa  of  a  place 
pick  his  mail?  It  has  made  a  lot  of  liKtle 
children  very  unhappy  to  hear  that  theA’ost 
Office  Department  has  lost  its  Christmas 
spirit.  A  lot  of  their  parents  are  upset  as 
well — particularly  those  fortunate  ynough  to 
live  in  his  hometown. 

As  a  matter \f  fact,  Marvin,  I  were  you, 
I  wouldn’t  wantXto  go  into  apr  election  only 
four  months  afterVlosing  Santa’s  Post  Office 
and  putting  all  of  h\  helpers  out  of  business. 

Sincerely  yours 

JaS^s  A.  McClure, 

iter  of  Congress. 

PROPOSED  J/flNT  SELECT  CON¬ 
GRESSIONAL  COMMITTEE  TO 

CONDUCT/STUDIES  ON  VIOLENCE 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  ''tod  was 
given  permission  to  address  thNpfouse 
for  1  nnnute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

(.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker> 
rise  at  this  time  only  briefly  to  announce 
my  colleagues  that  I  intend  in  a  spe¬ 
cial  order  this  afternoon  to  discuss  legis- 
-Tation  which  I  will  be  introducing  today 
which  will  seek  to  establish  an  eight- 
member  joint  select  congressional  com¬ 
mittee  to  conduct  a  thorough  study  of 
the  questions  raised  by  the  assassinations 
of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King  and  Senator 
Robert  F.  Kennedy  as  these  questions  re¬ 
late  to  laws,  treaties,  and  regulations  af¬ 
fecting  our  international  relationships. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  staRfnent, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  ofyduly  16, 
1968.) 

Mr.  PERKINS  (during  th^ reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  further  reading  obxhe  statement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  IsAhere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

There  was  no  Abjection. 


CA yL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  AR^NDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  o y  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present: 

SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not/^resent. 

r.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
ill  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


names ; 

[Roll  No.  266] 

Anderson, 

Hays 

Teague,  Calif. 

Tenn. 

Herlong 

Teague,  Tex. 

Ashley 

Holland 

UdaU 

Diggs 

Jacobs 

Tillman 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Kirwan 

Willis 

Edwards,  La. 

Kornegay 

Wright 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Leggett 

Gubser 

Resnick 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall,  411 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVEN¬ 
TION  AND  CONTROL  ACT  OF 
1968— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
12120)  to  assist  courts,  correctional  sys¬ 
tems,  and  community  agencies  to  pre¬ 
vent,  treat,  and  control  juvenile  delin¬ 
quency;  to  support  research  and  train¬ 
ing  efforts  in  the  prevention,  treatment; 
and  control  of  juvenile  delinquency;  and 
for  other  purposes,  and  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  statement  of  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be  read 
in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 


JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVEN¬ 
TION  AND  CONTROL  ACT  OF 
1968— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  is  explicit  with 
respect  to  the  agreement  between  the 
louse  and  the  Senate  on  this  legislation. 
3r  this  reason  I  will  be  brief  in  my 
co'mments  and  I  will  outline  at  this  time 
the  inajor  differences  between  the  House 
and  Senate  and  the  conference  resolu¬ 
tion  orsthese  differences. 

First,  \the  House  bill  pursuant  to 
amendments  adopted  on  the  floor,  pro¬ 
vide  that  gWnts  for  rehabilitative  and 
preventative  services  must  be  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  a  single  State  plan.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  provided  in  contrast — 
that  grants  could  be  made  under  a  State 
plan  but  despite  thKexistence  of  such  a 
State  plan  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  could  also  make 
grants  directly  to  publi\  and  nonprofit 
agencies  and  organizations  within  such 
State  for  rehabilitative  and  preventative 
services  to  delinquent  youtl 

The  caaiference  substitute  adopts  the 
House'- approach  and  requires  as.  single 
comprehensive  State  plan  be  submitted 
for  both  preventive  and  rehabilitative 
services.  Under  the  conference  substi¬ 
tute,  the  only  justification  for  the  Sec 
retary  to  make  a  direct  grant  to  a  public’'1 
or  private  nonprofit  agency  or  organi¬ 
zation  is  in  those  instances  where  a 
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2.  PEARs\  Rejected,  111-165,  H.  R.  10564,  to  provide  marketing  orders  for  pears 
for  canning  or  freezing,  pp.  H8351-61 

3.  APPROPRIATIONS .  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  17023,  the  Independent  Offices 
and  HUD  appropriation  bill,  1969.  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed.  p.  H8351 

4.  FOREIGN  AID.  Hhe  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  H.  R.  I52n3s  the  foreign 

aid  bill  (p.  0806) .  Inserted  in  the  "Daily  Digest"  is  a  table  comparing  House 
i  and  Senate  passed,  amounts  and  amounts  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  (p.  D807). 

3.  SCENIC  RIVERS.  The  Rules  Committee  granted  an  open  rule  for  consideration  of  H.R. 
18260,  to  provide  for\a  national  scenic  rivers  system,  /p.  D806 

6.  RECREATION.  The  Interior\and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

)H.  R.  8970,  to  establish  the  North  Cascades  National  Park  and  Ross  Lake  National 
Recreation  Area,  to  designate  the  Pasayten  Wi Idegriess  and  to  modify  the  Glacier 
Peak  Wilderness,  Wash.  (H.  Rqpt.  1870).  p.  H84y 

7.  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular'Af fairs  Commixtee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  17874,  to  \xten&  the/time  for  filing  of  applications  for 
the  selection  of  certain  lands  by  Maska.Vp.  D8$& 

8.  REDWOOD  PARK.  The  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  S.  2515,  to  authorize 
the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park.  p»  D807 

9.  TRAILS.  The  conferees  agreed  to  f a  report  on  S.  827,  to  establish  a  nation- 
wiae  system  of  trails.  p.  D807 

0.  BUDGET.  Rep.  Mahon  summarized/and  inserted  a  release  by  Budget  Bureau  Director 
Zwick,  "Summer  Review  of  the/l969  Budget."  pp.  ff^350,  E7754-8 


\  DAIRY  IMPORTS.  Rep.  Langen  stated  the  "six-month  daiSr 
*  by  the  USDA  confirm  the/need  for  the  present  Tariff  C 
forth  with  added  res tractions . "  p.  H8350 


y  import  totals  just  released 
^mission  hearings  to  come 


2.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep. /Findley  spoke  in  support  of  a  payment  limitation  in  any  extension 
of  the  farm  program  and  inserted  a  list  of  payments  of  $20,§p0  or  more  under  the 

R  11967  farm  programs,  pp.  H8362-407 

Rep.  Zwach  /expressed  concern  over  "low"  rural  income  and  inerted  a  letter  he 
sent  the  President  asking  relief  for  this  situation,  p.  H8362-; 

3.*  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Schwengel  inserted  a  paper  prepared  for  the  Highway  Safety 
Committed  of  the  National  Research  Council,  "Some  Safety  Aspects  of  ajne  Size 
and  We/ght.  of  Vehicles."  pp.  H8407-10 

4.  POTC^C  RIVER.  Rep.  Mathias,  Md.,  spoke  in  support  of  legislation  to  protect  and 
develop  the  Potomac  River  Valley,  pp.  H8411-12 


\ 
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25,  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Rep.  Aspinall  inserted  an  address,  "Responsibilities  in 
Utilizing  Natural  Resources  to  the  Greatest  Advantage."  pp.  H8412-14 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


26.  LANDS.  Rep.  Aspinall  inserted  an  article  focusing  attention  on  some  of /fhe 
problems  \]iat  surround  the  administration  of  our  public  lands,  p.  E7741 


27.  FARM  PROGRAM.  \  Rep.  Madden  stated  that  "few  Members  of  Congress  realize  the  terrific 
financial  drain  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1965  has  inflicted  on  the/American 
taxpayers  and  also  its  relations  with  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation."  pp.  E7758- 

9 


28.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Rep.  Brademas  inserted  his  address  before  the 

American  Political  Science  Ass 1 n "Government,  the  Foundations,  and  the  Universitie: 

pp.  E7764-6 


29.  FOREIGN  AID;  REPORT.  Rep.  Gvinningham  reported  to  his  Constituents  on  the  "growing 
and  unbelievable  waste  in  the  foreign  aid  program."/  pp.  E7773-4  j 


30.  CONSUMER  CREDIT.  Rep.  Sullivan  Stated  that  enactment  of  consumer  credit  legis¬ 
lation  will  result  in  a  vast  improvement  in  the/quantity  and  relevance  of  the 
information  given  to  consumers  in  the  utilization  of  credit,  and  inserted  her 
speech,  "Hardheaded  But  Not  Hardhearted  Credit  Policies."  pp.  E7774-6 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


31 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  H.  R.  19608  by  Rep.  Monlgan! 
of  1962;  to  the  Ways  and  Means  Commil/uee. 


to  amend  the  Trade  Expansion  Act 


32. 


RURAL  AREAS.  H.  R.  19610  by  Rep.  Robison,  to  establish  a  community  self-determina¬ 
tion  program  to  aid  the  people  oir  urban  and  ruraKcommunities  in  securing  gainful 
employment ,  achieving  the  ownership  and  control  of\the  resources  of  their  community 
expanding  opportunity,  stability,  and  self-determination,  and  making  their 
maximum  contribution  to  the /Strength  and  well-being  of^  the  Nation;  to  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee. 


33. 


FAXES .  H.  R.  19613  by  R&p.  Zwach,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
to  eliminate  the  requirements  relating  to  declarations  of  eb<timated  tax  in 
the  case  of  taxpayers^who  are  farmer s  (or  fishermen),  by  providing  that  the 
i-iling  of  an  income/ tax  return  (on  or  before  April  15)  by  any  ^ich  taxpayer  shall 
satisfy  such  requirements;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 


0 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  SEPT.  10: 

General  farm  legislation,  H.  Agriculture  (exec).  . 

Flat  fee  for  qertain  import  inspections,  H.  Ways  and  Means  (exec)  (Mulhern,  Al^S,  to 

testify/.  x 

Nationwide /system  of  trails,  conferees  (exec). 
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[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


D807 


Program 


Development  L^an  Fund . 

Technical  cooperation  and  development  grants . 
American  schools  a^d  hospitals  abroad . 

Local  currency . 

Survey  of  investment  Opportunities . 

Alliance  for  Progress . 

Loans . 

Grants . 

Partners  of  the  Alliance. 

International  organizations  and  Epigrams . 

Children’s  Fund . 

Indus  Basin  1 . 

Supporting  assistance . 

Contingency  fund . 

Administrative  expenses: 

AID. 

Department  of  State . 

Total  economic  assistance . 

Military  assistance . 

Total  economic  and  military  assistance-.. 


1  The  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1 967  authorized 
Executive  requests  $12,000,000  for  fiscal  1969. 

2  Existing  law  contains  permanent  authorization 
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L,  220,  000  fN  use  beginning  fiscal  year  1969  for  this  purpose.  The 


Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  S.  2515,  authorizing  establish¬ 
ment  of  Redwood  National  Park,  Calif. 

TRAILS  SYSTEM 

Conferees  met  in  executive  s^sion  to  resolve  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  Senate- and  House-passed  versions  of 
S.  827,  to  establish  a  nationwide  system  of  trails  for 
recreation  purposes,  but  did  not  reach  final  agreement 
and  will  meet  again  tomorrow. 


COMMIT/EE  MEETINGS  FOR  TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER  10 

( All  m/etings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated ) 

Senate 

Contmittee  on  Commerce,  Surface  Transportation  Subcom- 
mitore,  to  continue  hearings  on  S.  3714,  to  amend  the  Interstate 


CommerceSAct  so  as  to  authorize  contracts  between  freight  for¬ 
warders  and  sailroads,  9  a.m.,  5110  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  executive,  to  consider  unfin¬ 
ished  committeeNausiness,  10:30  a.m.,  room  S-116,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  tmt  Judiciary,  executive,  on  committee  business, 
10:30  a.m.,  2300  Ne\  Senate  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Antitrust  and  Monopoly,  to  resume  hearings 
on  competition  in  militaiw  procurement,  9:30  a.m.,  ni4  -New 
Senate  Office"  Building. 

Tfouse 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  fhJl  committee,  executive,  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  status  of  general  farm  legislation,  10  a.m.,  1301  Long- 
worth  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  Subcommittee  on  Defense, 
executive,  to  consider  pending  business, \o  a.m.,  H-140,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  full  committee,  executive,  to 
receive  a  briefing  from  Secretary  of  State  >Rusk  on  the 'world 
situation,  10  a.m.,  2172  Rayburn  House  OfficeNBuilding. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
Territorial  and  Insular  Affairs,  to  consider  S.  3207  and  H.R. 
18205,  providing  for  the  continuance  of  civil  government  for 
the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands;  and  H.R.\8799,  re¬ 
lating  to  the  issuance  of  revenue  bonds  by  the  Territory  oRGuam; 
in  executive  session,  H.R.  15151  and  S.  1763,  to  promote  the  eco- 
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nomic  development  of  Guam;  9:45  a.m.,  1324  Longworth  House 
Office  Buildih^. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Commence  and  Finance,  executive,  to  consider  H.R. 
14742  and  S.  3724)vregulation  of  mutual  funds,  10  a.m.,  2123 
Rayburn  House  Officfe,  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  Subcommittee  on 
Postal  Rates,  to  hold  a  hearing  on  H.R.  19415,  to  provide  for  a 
delay,  or  a  waiver,  of  the  Conditions  of  mailing  articles  at  the 
special  fourth-class  rate  or  at\he  library  rate,  10  a.m.,  210  Can¬ 
non  House  Office  Building. 


Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  full  committee,  executive,  to 
consider  pending  business,  10  a.m.,  committee  ropm,  Long- 
worth  House  Office  Building. 

Joint  Committee 

Conferees,  executive,  on  S.  3769,  proposecKHigher  Education 
Amendments  of  1968,  1  p.m.,  room  EF-100,  Capitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  S.  827,  to  estimlish  a  nationwide  sys¬ 
tem  of  trails  for  recreation  purposed,  2  p.m.,  room  H-403, 
Capitol  (atomic  energy  room). 
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1.  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  2515,  to  authorize 
establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park,  Calif.  (H.  Rept.  1890).  The  con- 

tference  committee  recommends  a  park  with  an  overall  size  of  not  more  than 

58,000  acres  as  compared  with  the  Senate  limit  of  64,000  acres  and  the  House 
limit  of  28,500  acres.  The  conference  substitute  authorizes  appropriation  o 
$92,000,000  for  acquisition  of  land  as  compared  with  the  Senate  figure  of 
$100,000,000  and  the  House  figure  of  $56,750,000.  pp.  H8502-5 


ROPRIATIONS.  Began  debate  on  H 
ill,  1969.  pp.  H8505-32 


R.  18707,  the  Defense  Department  appropriation 


-2- 


3.  LANDS'.\  Subcommittees  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  for  full  committee 
action\H.  R.  18496,  to  authorize  the  sale  of  certain  lands  to  Central,  N4  Mex. , 
and  H.  R/  14388,  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  conv<  v  certain  real 
property  \p  the  Agricultural  Research  Center,  Beltsville,  Md.  p.  D8] 


4.  GUAM.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  C6ut  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  to  promote  the  economic  development:  of  Guam. 

p. 
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5.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep^  Schwengel  inserted  editorials  from  numerous  newspapers 

opposing  the  bill  to\increase  weight  and  width  1 imi tationa/on  trucks.  pp.  H8537-4! 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  RodinX  criticized  the  "disappearance'Vof  fertilizer  shipped 
to  India  under  the  AID  program  and  stated  it  is  time  for  AID  to  "clamp  down 
on  black  market  operationsXresul ting  in  heavy  losses/of  much  needed  fertilizer, 
and  to  pack  the  material  in  pags  in  the  United  Stares  with  true  weights,  no 
loss  of  material,  and  printedX^i th  the  AID  emblen)/"  pp.  H8541-2 


7.  WILDLIFE.  Received  a  GAO  report  on  opportunities  for  improvement  in  policies 
for  acquiring  migratory  waterfowl \efuges .  p4  H8544 


WILDERNESS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  AflfXirs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
S.  2751,  to  designate  wilderness  areas  in\he  Mount  Jefferson  Wilderness, 
Willamette,  Deschetes,  and  Mount  Ho/d  NatioX^.1  Forests,  Oreg.  (S.  Rept,  1532). 
p.  S10521 


9.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  I/fsular  Affairs  Cohmiittee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  9362,  to  authorize /the  Mountain  Park  reclamation  project,  Okla. 

(S.  Rept.  1533).  p.  S10521 


10.  NATIVES.  The  Interior  and/insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  Con.  Res.  11,  to  encpurage  development  of  programs  tX  hiring  American 
Indians  and  Alaska  natives  to  a  social  and  economic  level\of  full  participating 
citizens  (S.  Rept.  1535).  p,  S10521 


LANDS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3736,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  sell  to  the  village  of  Central  N.  Mex.,  part  of  the  Fort  BayXjrd  Military 
Reservation,  N/Mex.  pp.  SL0501-2 


12.  LOANS.  Pass/£l  as  reported  S.  2401,  to  authorize  loans  from  the  FHA  direct  Loan 
Account  to/certain  Indian  tribes  and  tribal  corporations,  to  aquire  lXnds  or 
interest/  therein  within  the  tribe's  reservation  for  use  of  the  tribe 
members/  p.  S 10507 


its 


13.  GUAMyi  Passed  as  reported  S.  3072,  to  authorize  additional  long-range  economise 
development  of  Guam.  pp.  S10507-8 
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September  11,  1968. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Aspinall,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 

I 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  25151 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  2515)  entitled 
“An  act  to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes,”  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  text  of  the  bill,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert  the 
following:  That,  in  order  to  preserve  significant  examples  of  the  primeval 
coastal  redwood  (Sequoia,  sempervirens)  forests  and  the  streams  and  sea¬ 
shores  with  which  they  are  associated  for  purposes  of  public  inspiration, 
enjoyment,  and  scientific  study,  there  is  hereby  established  a  Redwood 
i. National  Park  in  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties,  California. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  area  to  be  included,  within  the  Redwood  National 
Park  is  that  generally  depicted  on  the  maps  entitled  “Redwood  National 
Park,”  numbered  NPS-RED-71  lf-A  and  NPS-RED-71  lj-B,  and, 
dated  September  1968,  copies  of  which  maps  shall  be  kept,  available  for 
public  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park  Service,  Department  of 
the  Interior,  and  shall  be  filed  with  appropriate  o  fleers  of  Del  Norte  and 
Humboldt  Counties.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to 
as  the  “ Secretary ”)  may  from,  time  to  time,  with  a  view  to  carrying  out  the 
purpose  of  this  Act  and  with  particular  attention  to  minimizing  siltation 
of  the  streams,  damage  to  the  timber,  and  assuring  the,  preservation  of  the 
scenery  within  the  boundaries  of  the  national  park  as  depicted  on  said 
maps,  modify  said,  boundaries ,  giving  notice  of  any  changes  involved 
therein  by  publication  of  a  revised  drawing  or  boundary  description  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  by  filing  said  revision  with  the  officers  with  whom  the 
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original  maps  were  filed,  but  the  acreage  within  said  park  shall  at  no  time 
exceed  fifty-eight  thousand  acres,  exclusive  of  submerged  lands. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  by  donation  only  all  or  part 
of  existing  publicly  owned  highways  and  roads  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  park  as  he  may  deem  necessary  for  park  purposes.  Until  such  high¬ 
ways  and  roads  have  been  acquired,  the  Secretary  may  cooperate  with 
appropriate  State  and  local  officials  in  patroling  and  maintaining  such 
roads  and  highways. 

Sec.  8.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  lands  and  interests  in 
land  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  and,  in  addi¬ 
tion  thereto,  not  more  than  ten  acres  outside  of  those  boundaries  for  an 
administrative  site  or  sites.  Such  acquisition  may  be  by  donation,  purchase 
with  appropriated  or  donated  funds,  exchange,  or  otherwise,  but  lands  and 
interests  in  land  owned  by  the  State  of  California  may  be  acquired  only 
by  donation. 

(b)(1)  Effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby 
vested  in  the  United  States  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in,  and  the  right  to 
immediate  possession  of,  all  real  property  within  the  park  boundaries 
designated  in  maps  NPS-RED-7 1 1  f-A  and  NPS-RED- 711  f-B ,  except 
real  property  owned  by  the  State  of  California  or  a  political  subdivision 
thereof  and  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection.  The 
Secretary  shall  allow  for  the  orderly  termination  of  all  operations  on  real 
property  acquired  by  the  United  States  under  this  subsection,  and  for  the 
removal  of  equipment,  facilities,  and  personal  property  therefrom. . 

(8)  The  United  States  will  pay  just  compensation  to  the  owner  of  any 
real  property  taken  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection.  Such  compensa¬ 
tion  shall  be  paid  either:  (A)  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  money 
appropriated  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  including 
money  appropriated  to  the  Fund  pursuant  to  section  4(b)  of  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended,  subject  to  the 
appropriation  limitation  in  section  10  of  this  Act,  upon  certification  to 
him  by  the  Secretary  of  the  agreed  negotiated  value  of  such  property,  or 
the  valuation  of  the  property  awarded  by  judgment,  including  interest 
at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum,  from  the  date  of  taking  the  property 
to  the  date  of  payment  therefor;  or  (B)  by  the  Secretary,  if  the  owner  of 
the  land  concurs,  with  any  federally  owned  property  available  to  him  for 
purposes  of  exchange  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  5  of  this  Act; 
or  (C)  by  the  Secretary  using  any  combination  of  such  money  or  federally 
owned  property.  Any  action  against  the  United  States  for  the  recovery  of 
just  compensation  for  the  land  and  interests  therein  taken  by  the  United 
States  by  this  subsection  shall  be  brought  in  the  Court  of  Claims  as 
provided  in  title  28,  United  States  Code,  section  1491. 

(8)  Subsection  8(b)  shall  apply  to  ownerships  of  fifty  acres  or  less 
only  if  such  ownerships  are  held  or  occupied  primarily  for  nonresidential 
or  nonagri cultural  purposes,  and  if  the  Secretary  gives  notice  to  the 
owner  within  sixty  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  of  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  this  subsection.  Notice  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  made  as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  Act.  The  district  court  of  the 
United  States  for  that  district  in  which  such  ownerships  are  located  shall 
have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  any  action  brought  by  any  person 
having  an  interest  therein  for  damages  occurring  by  reason  of  the  temporary 
application  of  this  paragraph ,  between  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  and 
the  date  upon  which  the  Secretary  gives  such  notice.  Nothing  in  this 
paragraph  shall  be  construed  as  affecting  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
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under  subsections  ( a )  and  (c)  oj  this  section  to  acquire  such  areas  for 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

( c )  If  any  individual  tract  or  parcel  of  land  acquired,  is  partly  inside 
and  partly  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  park  or  the  administrative  site  the 
Secretary  may,  in  order  to  minimize  the  payment  of  severance  damages, 
acquire  the  whole  of  the  tract  or  parcel  and  exchange  that  part  of  it  which  is 
outside  the  boundaries  for  land  or  interests  in  land  inside  the  boundaries 
or  for  other  land  or  interests  in  land  acquired  pursuant  to  this  Act,  and 
dispose  of  so  much  thereof  as  is  not  so  utilized  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949  (68  St'at.  377),  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.).  The  cost  of  any 
land  so  acquired  and  disposed  of  shall  not  be  charged  against  the  limitation 
on  authorized  appropriations  contained  in  section  10  of  this  Act. 

(d)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  to  acquire,  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  lands  and  interests  in  land  bordering  both  sides 
of  the  highway  between  the  present  southern  boundary  of  Prairie  Creek 
Redwoods  State  Park  and  a  point  on  Redwood  Creek  near  the  town  of 
Orick  to  a  depth  sufficient  to  maintain  or  to  restore  a  screen  of  trees  between 

kthe  highway  and  the  land  behind  the  screen  and  the  activities  conducted 
Wthereon. 

(e)  In  order  to  afford,  as  full  protection  as  is  reasonably  possible  to  the 
timber,  soil,  and  streams  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park,  the  Secretary 
is  authorized,  by  any  of  the  means  set  out  in  subsections  (a)  and  (c)  of 
this  section,  to  acquire  interests  in  land  from,  and  to  enter  into  contracts 
and  cooperative  agreements  with,  the  owners  of  land  on  the  periphery  oj 
the  park  and  on  watersheds  tributary  to  streams  within  the  park  designed 
to  assure  that  the  consequences  of  forestry  management,  timbering,  land  use, 
and  soil  conservation  practices  conducted  thereon,  or  of  the  lack  of  such 
practices,  will  not  adversely  affect  the  timber,  soil,  and  streams  within 
the  park  as  aforesaid.  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term  “interests  in 
land"  does  not  include  fee  title  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  cost  of  a 
necessary  less-than-fee  interest  would  be  disproportionately  high  as 
compared  with  the  estimated  cost  of  the  jee.  No  acquisition  other  than  by 

j  donation  shall  be  effectuated  and  no  contract  or  cooperative  agreement 
shall  be  executed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection  until  sixty  days  after  he  has  notified  the  President  of  the 
!  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  his  intended 
l  action  and  of  the  costs  and  benefits  to  the  United  States  involved  therein. 
k  Sec.  4 ■  («)  The  owner  of  improved  property  on  the  date  oj  its  acquisition 
“by  the  Secretary  under  this  Act  may,  as  a  condition  of  such  acquisition, 
retain  for  himself  and  his  heirs  and,  assigns  a  right  of  use  and  occupancy 
of  the  improved  property  for  noncommercial  residential  purposes  for  a 
definite  term  of  not  more  than  twenty-five  years  or,  in  lieu  thereof ,  for  a 
j  term  ending  at  the  death  of  the  owner  or  the  death  of  his  spouse,  whichever 
is  later.  The  owner  shall  elect  the  term  to  be  reserved.  Unless  the  property  is 
wholly  or  partially  donated  to  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  shall  pay 
|  the  owner  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  on  the  date  of  acquisition 
minus  the  fair  market  value  on  that  date  of  the  right  retained  by  the  owner. 
A  right  retained  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  termination  by 
the  Secretary  upon  his  determination  that .  it  is  being  exercised  in  a 
manner  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  of  this  Act,  and  it  shall  terminate 
by  operation  of  law  upon  the  Secretary's  notifying  the  holder  of  the  right 
of  such  determination  and  tendering  to  him  an  amount  equal  to  the  fair 
market  value  of  that  portion  of  the  right  which  remains  unexpired . 
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( b )  The  term,  “ improved  property”,  as  used  in  this  section,  means  a 
detached,  noncommercial  residential  dwelling,  the  construction  oj  which 
was  begun  before  October  9, 1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the  land  on  which 
the  dwelling  is  situated,  the  said  land  being  in  the  same  ownership  as  the 
dwelling,  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate  d  be  reasonably  necessary  for 
the  enjoyment  oj  the  dwelling  for  the  sole  purpose  oj  noncommercial 
residential  use,  together  with  any  structures  accessory  to  the  dwelling 
which  are  situated  on  the  land,  so  designated. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  have,  with  respect  to  any  real  property  acquired 
by  him  in  sections  5  and  8,  township  13  north,  range  1  east,  Humboldt 
meridian,  authority  to  sell  or  lease  the  same  to  the  former  owner  under  such 
conditions  and  restrictions  as  will  assure  that  it  is  not  utilized  in  a  manner 
or  for  purposes  inconsistent  with  the  national  park. 

Sec.  5.  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  property  by  exchange, 
the  Secretary  map  accept  title  to  any  non-Federal  property  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  park,  and  outside  of  such  boundaries  within  the  limits 
prescribed  in  this  Act.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Secretary  may  acquire  such  property  from  the  grantor  by  exchange  for 
any  federally  owned  property  'under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  m 
Land  Management  in  California,  except  property  needed  for  public  use  ™ 
and  management,  which  he  classifies  as  suitable  for  exchange  or  other 
disposal,  or  any  federally  owned  property  he  may  designate  within  the 
Northern  Bedwood  Purchase  Unit  in  Del  Norte  County,  California, 
except  that  section  known  and  designated  as  the  Yurok  Experimental 
Forest,  consisting  of  approximately  nine  hundred  and  thirty-five  acres. 
Such  federally  owned  property  shall  also  be  available  for  use  by  the 
Secretary  in  lieu  of,  or  together  with,  cash  in  payment  of  just  compensa¬ 
tion  for  any  real  property  taken  pursuant  to  section  3(b)  of  this  Act.  The 
values  of  the  properties  so  exchanged  either  shall  be  approximately  equal 
or,  if  they  are  not  approximately  equal,  the  value  shall  be  equalized  by 
the  payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  to  the  Secretary  as  the  circumstances 
require.  Through  the  exercise  of  his  exchange  authority,  the  Secretary 
shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  minimize  economic  dislocation  and  the 
disruption  of  the  grantor’s  commercial  operations. 

Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  any  Federal 
property  located  within  any  of  the  areas  described  in  sections  2  and  3  of 
this  Act  may,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  head,  of  the  agency  having 
custody  thereof,  be  transferred  without  consideration  to  the  administrative  ^ 
jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  for  use  by  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  7. (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law,  the  Secretary 
shall  have  the  same  authority  with  respect  to  contracts  for  the  acquisition 
of  land  and  interests  in  land  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  was  given  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  other  land  acquisitions  by  section  34  of  the 
Act  of  Flay  30,  1908  (35  Stat.  5 jo;  J+0  U.S.C.  261),  and  the  Secretary 
and  the  owner  of  land  to  be  acquired,  under  this  Act  may  agree  that  the 
purchase  price  will  be  ]>aid  in  periodic  installments  over  a  period  that  does 
not  exceed  ten  years,  with  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  thereof  at  a  rate 
which  is  not  in  excess  of  the  current  average  market  yield  on  outstanding 
marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States  with  remaining  periods  to 
maturity  comparable  to  the  average  maturities  on  the  installments. 

(b)  J udgments  against  the  United  States  for  amounts  in  excess  of  the 
deposit  in  court  made  in  condemnation  actions  shall  be  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  section  1302  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1956  (70  Stat.  [694),  as 
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amended  ( 31  U.S.C.  724a),  and  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  979), 
as  amended  (28  U.S.C.  2414,  2517). 

Sec.  8.  The  present  practice  of  the  California  Department  of  Parks 
and,  Recreation  of  maintaining  memorial  groves  of  redwood  trees  named 
for  benefactors  of  the  State  redwood  parks  shall  be  continued  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  in  the  Redwood  National  Park. 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  Redwood  National  Park 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  1916  (39  Stat. 
535:  16  U.S.C.  1~4),  amended  and  supplemented. 

Sec.  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $ 92,000,000 
for  land  acquisition  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  title  of  the  bill. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Roy  A.  Taylor, 

Harold  T.  Johnson, 

John  P.  Saylor, 

Theodore  R.  Kupferman, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Alan  Bible, 

Thomas  H.  Ivuchel, 

Clifford  P.  Hansen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


I 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  S.  2515, 
to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  the 
State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  this  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  language  recommended  and  adopted 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report. 

The  committee  of  conference  on  S.  2515  recommends  adoption  of 
an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  to  S.  2515.  The  major  differences  between  the  amendment 
recommended  by  the  conference  committee,  the  original  House  - 
amendment,  and  S.  2515  as  it  passed  the  Senate  are  outlined  below, 

The  conference  committee  recommends  the  establishment  of  a  ^ 
Redwood  National  Park  with  an  overall  size  of  not  more  than  58,000 
acres,  exclusive  of  submerged  lands.  In  the  bill  as  it  originally  passed 
the  Senate  this  limit  was  64,000  acres  and  in  the  House  amendment 
it  was  28,500  acres. 

The  principal  upland  areas  included  within  the  revised  boundaries 
of  the  park  are,  in  addition  to  the  Jedediah  Smith,  Del  Norte  Coast 
and  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Parks,  the  following: 

(a)  The  area  east  and  south  of  Jedediah  Smith  State  Park — 
approximately  4,600  acres. 

(b)  Lost  Man  Creek  drainage  area — approximately  5,800  acres. 

(c)  Little  Lost  Man  Creek  drainage  area — approximately  2,225 
acres. 

(cl)  The  area  south  of  Prairie  Creek  State  Park,  west  of  Prairie 
Creek  and  north  of  the  existing  county  road — approximately 
2,925  acres. 

(e)  The  Redwood  Creek  corridor  beginning  in  section  34, 
township  11  north,  range  1  east,  and  continuing  along  both  sides 
of  the  stream  into  section  6,  township  9  north,  range  2  east,  m 
including  the  so-called  Emerald  Mile  and  the  “Tall  Trees”  area — ^ 
approximately  4,200  acres. 

(/)  An  area  to  the  north,  east,  and  west  of  the  lower  portion  of 
the  foregoing — approximately  4,125  acres. 

(g)  Three  coastal  strips  (in  most  cases  one-quarter  mile  inland 
from  mean  high  tide)  between  Del  Norte  Coast  State  Park  and  the 
Klamath  River,  between  the  Klamath  River  and  the  northern 
boundary  of  Prairie  Creek  State  Park,  and  between  the  southern 
boundary  of  Prairie  Creek  State  Park  and  the  northern  boundary 
of  Dry  Lagoon  State  Park — approximately  4,100  acres. 

Minor  areas  account  for  another  150  acres,  more  or  less,  within  the 
revised  park  boundaries.  The  estimated  cost  of  acquiring  the  lands  is 
$92,000,000  in  cash  or  kind.  This  estimate  is  based  principally  on  an 
appraisal  made  by  Hammon,  Jensen  &  Wallen,  an  experienced  timber 

(6) 
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appraisal  firm,  and  includes  allowances  for  contingencies  and  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  connected  with  the  acquisition. 

The  three  State  parks  mentioned  above  total  27,500  acres.  They 
and  other  State  lands  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  will  be  acquired 
oidy  by  donation,  as  both  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amendment 
provided,  but  a  donation  or  agreement  to  donate  the  State  parks  will 
not  be  a  condition  precedent  to  establishment  of  the  national  park  as 
the  House  amendment  proposed.  Until  donated,  public  highways  and 
roads  within  the  park  will  continue  to  be  operated  by  the  State  and 
its  political  subdivisions.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  however,  is 
authorized  to  cooperate  with  State  and  local  officials  in  this  work  by 
section  2(b)  of  the  conference  committee  amendment.  Whether  the 
State  will  donate  its  parks  and  other  lands  will  be  up  to  it  to  decide. 
If  it  decides  not  to  do  so,  the  National  Park  Service  will  nevertheless 
be  expected  to  cooperate  with  State  officials  to  minimize  administrative 
problems  and  to  offer  to  the  American  public  a  full  opportunity  to 
enjoy  the  beauty  and  grandeur  of  the  Redwood  country. 

The  conference  committee  recommends,  as  did  the  original  Senate 
bill,  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  have  authority  to  utilize  lands 
within  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit,  except  the  935  acres 
which  are  within  the  Yurok  Experimental  Forest,  for  acquisition  of 
some  of  the  private  lands  within  the  park.  It  also  recommends  that 
the  Secretary  be  authorized  to  utilize  for  exchange  purposes  lands 
within  the  State  of  California  which  are  under  the  administrative 
jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  This  latter  provision 
was  in  the  Senate  bill  and  a  similar,  though  somewhat  broader, 
provision  was  in  the  House  amendment.  The  provision  with  respect 
to  the  use  of  the  Purchase  Unit  is  not  intended  to  be  precedent-setting. 
It  is,  rather,  a  rare  exception  to  the  rule  which  ought  to  be  followed  in 
all  except  the  most  compelling  of  circumstances  and  is  justified  in 
this  case  only  by  the  exceptional  status  of  the  Purchase  Unit  and  by 
the  desire  to  preserve  as  a  part  of  the  National  Park  System  trees 
which  would  otherwise  be  exploited  even  though  this  must  be  at  the 
price  of  trees  of  the  same  species  in  Government  ownership  which 
are  now  subject  to  the  same  treatment.  In  view  of  these  two  provisions 
of  the  bill,  it  is  expected  that  the  cash  outlay  required  for  the  park 
will  be  considerably  below  the  $92,000,000  mentioned  above.  This 
means,  of  course,  that  use  of  the  exchange  authority  is  not  to  be 
subordinated  to  use  of  the  cash-acquisition  authority.  Not  only  will 
the  consummation  of  exchanges  reduce  the  Government’s  cash  outflow 
but  it  will  carry  out  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  being  granted — viz, 
to  "minimize  economic  dislocation  and  the  disruption  of  *  *  *  of 
commercial  operations”  in  the  chief  industry  of  the  locality. 

In  order  to  expedite  establishment  of  the  park  and  to  avoid  serious 
changes  in  the  cost  of  acquiring  the  land  which  might  occur  after 
passage  of  the  legislation,  the  conference  committee  has  included  in 
section  3(b)  of  the  bill  a  legislative  taking  provision.  This  provision 
will  be  applicable  to  the  greater  part  of  the  private  lands  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  park.  Its  effect  is  to  vest  in  the  United  States,  as 
soon  as  the  bill  passes  both  Houses  and  is  signed  by  the  President, 
title  to  all  lands  within  the  park  boundaries  which  are  owned  or  op¬ 
erated  by  the  four  major  lumber  companies  concerned,  to  all  other 
tracts  of  50  acres  or  more,  and  to  tracts  of  less  than  50  acres  which 
are  utilized  primarily  for  nonresidential  and  nonagricultural  purposes. 
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The  four  companies  referred  to  are  the  Areata  Redwood  Co.,  the 
Rellim  Lumber  Co.,  the  Simpson  Lumber  Co.,  and  the  Georgia- 
Pacific  Corp.,  and  their  affiliates.  The  lands  held  by  or  for  them  which 
are  affected  by  this  provision  are  as  follows,  as  nearly  as  can  now  be 
determined : 

Acres 

0 approximate ) 


Areata  Redwood  Co _  11,  000 

tSi nipson  Lumber  Co _  5,  770 

Georgia-Pacific  Corp _ 3,  420 

ltellim  Lumber  Co _  2,  260 


A  legislative  taking  provision — one,  however,  that  was  not  identical 
with  t  he  one  that  is  included  in  the  bill — was  requested  by  the  com¬ 
pany  principally  concerned.  The  companies  will  be  given  time  to 
remove  their  facilities,  equipment,  and  other  personal  property,  in¬ 
cluding  felled  trees,  from  the  property.  Compensation  for  the  taking, 
to  the  extent  it  is  paid  in  cash  and  not  in  kind,  will  be  paid  from 
moneys  appropriated  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
upon  certification  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  amount 
involved.  If  such  payment  is  not  made  or  if  the  amount  paid  is  not 
satisfactory  to  the  companies,  they  will  be  entitled  to  a  judicial 
determination  made  bv  the  Court  of  Claims  under  28  U.S.C.  1491. 
In  either  event,  the  value  as  ultimately  determined  will  draw  interest 
from  the  date  of  taking  until  the  date  of  payment  at  the  rate  of  6 
percent  per  annum.  The  bill  provides  in  explicit  terms  that  the 
United  States  “will”  pay  just  compensation  for  this  property  and 
thus  pledges  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  Government  that  this 
will  be  done.  In  view  of  these  provisions  and  in  order,  moreover,  to 
give  t lie  present  owners  an  equivalent  in  cash  or  kind  as  soon  as 
possible,  it  is  strongly  recommended  (a)  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  as  far  as  lie  can  do  so  consistently  with  other  commitments 
on  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  seek  an  immediate 
appropriation  to  fulfill  the  obligations  of  the  United  States,  and  ( b ) 
that,  to  the  extent  that  a  settlement  in  kind  is  not  likely  or  cannot 
be  negotiated,  he  pay  over  to  the  companies  whatever  appropriated 
funds  are  available  to  him  within  the  limits  of  his  estimate  of  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  land  taken,  such  payment  to  be  without 
prejudice,  if  his  estimate  of  value  is  not  satisfactory  to  the  companies, 
to  further  determination  of  the  value  either  by  negotiation  or  by 
judicial  action. 

The  members  of  the  conference  committee  note,  in  this  connection, 
that  they  were  requested  to  consider  and  did  consider  including  in  the 
bill  a  section  the  effect  of  which  would  have  been  to  give  the  companies 
the  advantages  of  section  1033  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  if  they 
convert  the  cash  they  receive  from  this  involuntary  disposition  of  then- 
property  into  certain  other  types  of  income-producing  property  within 
a  limited  time.  The  other  types  spoken  of  would  have  been  somewhat 
broader  than  that  presently  allowed  by  section  1033  and  the  time 
frame  might  have  been  somewhat  longer  than  is  now  provided  by 
law.  The  committee  found  it  infeasible  to  include  such  a  provision  in 
this  bill.  It  notes,  however,  that  it  has  been  authoritatively  advised 
that  the  present  provisions  of  law  are  not  and  ought  not  to  be  con¬ 
strued  so  strictly  that  a  conversion  of  redwood  assets  into  whitewood 
assets  is  outside  the  bounds  of  section  1033  and  that,  sympathetic  as 
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it  is  with  the  general  position  in  which  the  companies  find  themselves, 
a  broader  approach  than  the  one  provided  in  that  section  may  well 
be  warranted  in  this  instance.  It  recommends  that  consideration  be 
given  to  this  problem  through  a  separate  measure  during  the  next 
session  of  the  Congress. 

The  provisions  of  the  House  amendment  authorizing  the  acquisition 
of  land  bordering  Highway  101  between  Prairie  Creek  State  Park  and 
the  town  of  Orick  and  the  creation  of  a  buffer  zone  around  the 
periphery  of  the  park,  either  by  acquisition  of  scenic  easements  and 
other  interests  in  land  or  through  cooperative  agreements  with  the 
landowners  in  order  to  protect  park  values,  has  been  retained  by  the 
conference  committee  in  section  3,  subsections  (d)  and  (e),  of  its  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment.  While  land  acquired  under  the  first  of  these 
provisions  will  not  be  within  the  park,  it  will  be  an  important  adjunct 
to  it.  The  intent  of  the  second  provision  is  to  assure,  among  other 
things,  that  clear  cutting  wall  not  occur  immediately  around  the  park 
and,  wherever  it  is  reasonable  to  do  so,  to  allow  selective  loading  to  be 
carried  on  there. 

i  The  conference  report  recommends  the  inclusion  in  the  park 
boundaries  of  a  strip  of  offshore  submerged  land  one-quarter  mile 
wide  the  full  length  of  the  park.  This  is  done  with  the  understanding 
that  fishing,  both  sport  and  commercial,  will  be  allowed  to  continue 
in  the  area  involved  and  that  the  laws  governing  the  same  will  be  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  California. 

The  House  amendment  contained  a  provision  authorizing  the 
owners  of  existing  homes  within  the  park  boundaries  to  retain  title 
thereto  as  long  as  they  conform  to  approved  zoning  ordinances. 
While  this  provision  has  heretofore  been  used  in  connection  with  the 
establishment  of  national  recreation  areas  and  national  seashores, 
it  is  not,  the  members  of  the  conference  committee  believe,  consistent 
with  what  ought  to  be  an  objective  when  a  national  park  is  estab¬ 
lished — viz.,  the  ultimate  elimination  of  all  private  inholdings  within 
park  boundaries.  It  has  therefore  been  dropped  in  the  conference 
committee’s  proposed  substitute.  The  substitute,  however,  contains 
the  provisions  of  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  versions  of  the 
bill  allowing  the  owner  of  an  existing  noncommercial  residence  to 
retain  rights  of  use  and  occupancy  for  his  life  and  the  life  of  his  spouse 
or,  if  he  so  chooses,  for  a  term  of  25  years  or  less  beginning  on  the  date 

|  the  property  is  acquired  by  the  Government.  An  additional  provision 
has  been  included,  applying  only  to  two  sections  of  land  at  the  mouth 
of  the  Klamath  River,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
lease  back  or  sell  back  certain  lands  under  conditions  which  assure 
uses  compatible  with  the  purposes  and  existence  of  the  park. 

The  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  conference  committee’s  recom¬ 
mended  substitute  are  derived  from  the  House  amendment.  They 
(1)  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  enter  into  firm  contracts 
for  the  purchase  of  land  under  the  act  once  an  appropriation  has 
been  made  for  this  purpose  even  though  the  appropriation  is  insuf¬ 
ficient  to  cover  the  whole  purchase  price,  (2)  allow  the  Secretary  and 
the  landowners  concerned  to  agree  upon  payment  of  the  purchase 
price  of  land  in  installments  over  a  10-year  period  or  less,  the  unpaid 
balance  to  bear  interest  at  a  rate  not  exceeding  that  of  the  current 
yield  on  outstanding  U.S.  obligations  maturing  at  or  about  the  same 
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time  as  the  last  payment  is  due,  and  (3)  make  applicable  to  judgments 
rendered  against  the  United  States  in  condemnation  actions,  including 
actions  under  section  3  of  the  bill,  the  same  procedure  for  appropri¬ 
ating  funds  to  satisfy  such  judgments  as  is  applicable  to  other  judg¬ 
ments  against  the  Government.  In  effect  this  means,  and  it  is  the 
intent  of  the  conference  committee  that  it  should  be  so  applied,  that 
judgments  for  $100,000  or  less  will  be  paid  from  the  continuing 
appropriation  created  in  31  U.S.C.  724a  and  that  judgments  for  more 
than  that  amount  will  be  processed  as  ordinary  judgments  against 
the  United  States  are  processed;  that  is,  by  being  included  in  the 
items  “Claims  and  Judgments”  (e.g.,  79  Stat.  1152)  which  is  regularly 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  for  appropriations.  Since,  as  has  been 
noted  above,  the  bulk  of  the  private  land  within  the  park  boundaries 
is  being  taken  legislatively,  the  chief  benefit  of  this  provision  will, 
in  all  likelihood,  accrue  to  such  of  the  smaller  landowners  as  may  be 
subject  to  condemnation.  In  the  case  of  the  larger  holders  who  choose 
to  recover  just  compensation  by  means  of  a  suit  in  the  Court  of 
Claims,  however,  it  will  and  is  intended  to  provide  an  alternative 
method  of  payment  to  that  provided  in  section  3(b). 

The  final  section  of  the  bill  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $92,000,- 
000  for  the  acquisition  of  land.  As  has  already  been  noted,  it  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  utilization  of  the  exchange  provisions  of  the  bill  will 
reduce  the  cash  outlay  required  considerably  below  this  figure.  The 
$92,000,000  figure  compares  with  the  $100,000,000  in  the  original 
Senate  bill  and  the  $56,750,000  in  the  House  amendment.  Although 
this  section  omits  the  limitation  of  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  development  which  was  contained  in  the  House  amend¬ 
ment,  it  is  the  understanding  of  all  members  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  that  no  appropriation  will  be  requested  or  made  for  this  pur¬ 
pose,  except  for  such  work  as  is  required  for  immediate  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  park,  until  a  master  development  plan  has  been  submitted 
to  the  twro  Committees  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Roy  A.  Taylor, 

Harold  T.  Johnson, 

John  P.  Saylor, 

Theodore  R.  Ivtjpferman, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

o 
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k  The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  MacGregor) 
tnbre  were — ayes  119,  noes  15. 

Soothe  motion  was  agreed  to. 

MrVMAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia- 
mentarvinquiry. 

The  sSffiAKER.  Tire  gentleman  from 
Texas  wilK  state  his  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry.  \ 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
Chair  advise  whether  or  not  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  has \een  sent  over  by  mes¬ 
sage  from  the  Senate,  indicating  that 
the  authorization  bill  has  now  cleared 
both  Houses — that  ik  for  the  Defense 
Department  bill — and/if  that  is  correct, 
would  it  be  in  order  forythe  Committee 
on  Appropriations  to  call  up  the  $72  bil¬ 
lion  Defense  appropriation  pill? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chaiivwill  state 
that  the  Senate  has  approveaSthe  con¬ 
ference  report.  The  Department\of  De¬ 
fense  appropriation  bill  is  programed 
for  today.  All  Members  recognized  the 
importance,  I  am  sure,  of  having  this 
bill  acted  upon  as  quickly  as  possibly, 
and,  after  the  Journal  is  read  and  ap-' 
proved,  the  Defense  appropriation  bill 
will  be  the  next  order  of  business  to  be 
brought  up. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  long  as 
these  delaying  tactics  are  observed,  is  this 
preventing  the  military  appropriation 
bill  from  being  considered — to  take  care 
of  our  fighting  men? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  further  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  will  state  the  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  agreed  to  on  the  Speaker’s 
desk,  as  agreed  to  by  the  other  body? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair,  in  reply, 
will  say  that  it  has  been  returned  from 
the  Senate  and  is  available. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it  on  the 
Speaker’s  desk  and  available  for  action 
by  this  body,  or  for  engrossment? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  stat/ 
that  the  House  has  adopted  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  / 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it  available 
on  the  Speaker’s  desk  for  final  engross¬ 
ment?  / 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair/will  state 
the  bill  is  being  enrolled  now/ 

Mr.  HALL.  Then  the  Chan-  will  say  af¬ 
firmatively  that  it  is  not  on  the  Speaker’s 
desk  and  ready  for  action  at  this  point; 
is  that  correct?  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Well,  it  is  within  the 
possession  of  the  .House  and  is  in  the 
process  of  being  enrolled. 

Mr.  MAHOiy'Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inqui/y. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  mn-liamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Is  it  not  correct  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  approved  a 
rule  making  in  order  the  consideration  of 
the  >Defense  appropriation  bill  imme¬ 
diacy  after  the  conference  report  had 
b^en  approved  by  the  House  and  by  the 
iOther  body? 


The  SPEAKER.  That  is  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Chair;  and  it  is  the  fur¬ 
ther  understanding  of  the  Chair  that  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  had  announced 
that  after  the  conference  report  was 
agreed  to  by  both  branches  he  would 
then  be  ready  to  proceed  with  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  appropriation  bill.  Is 
the  Chair  correct  in  that  statement? 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  Chair  is  correct.  Of 
course,  there  is  a  rule  which  has  been 
adopted. 

The  SPEAKER.  Surely.  The  rule 
waives  points  of  order. 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Is  the  bill  under  dis¬ 
cussion  by  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  and  by 
the  distinguished  Speaker  one  of  several 
appropriation  bills  which  deal  with  funds 
for  fiscal  year  1969,  which  began  on  July 
1  of  this  year? 

The  SPEAKER.  That  is  a  matter  of 
knowledge,  of  common  knowledge;  but/ 
\in  specific  answer  to  the  gentleman,  it  is. 
\Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  fur¬ 
ther  parliamentary  inquiry.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it.  / 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Certainly/l — and  I 
know  th\same  is  true  of  oth/r  Members 
who  have  \een  involved  in/he  activities 
this  afternoon — have  no  ydesire  to  delay 
the  consider^ion  of  infportant  appro¬ 
priation  mattery.  / 

Mr.  HAYS.  If  chat/s  true,  sit  down. 

The  SPEAKERNThe  gentleman  is  ex¬ 
ercising  his  right/under  the  rules.  The 
Chair  will  protect  th\  gentleman. 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Umier  our  rules  the 
bill  should  h/ve  been  considered  by  the 
House  and /by  the  SenateV  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and/ sent  to  the  executive  branch 
prior  to/the  end  of  the  last 'fiscal  year. 
We  are  now  2V2  months  into\the  new 
fiscaVyear,  and  because  of  the  fact  that 
this/ is  obviously  important  legislation, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  we  dicknot 
deal  with  it  on  last  Friday,  for  example, 
when  we  had  no  session,  or  this  Monday, 
when  we  dealt  with  a  bill  on  marketing! 
orders - 

Mr.  HAYS.  Regular  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  conference  report  was  not 
adopted  in  the  House  until  last  Monday. 

In  any  event,  will  the  gentleman  state 
his  parliamentary  inquiry? 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  I  would  simply  want 
to  say - 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  wants  to  be 
very  understanding. 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  The  Chair  is  being 
very  generous. 

To  conclude  my  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry,  I  just  simply  want  to  say - 

Mr.  HAYS.  Point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  make  a  point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  has 
been  making  an  explanation,  which  the 
Chair  assumes  is  leading  up  to  a 
parliamentary  inquiry  which  he  has  not 
arrived  at  yet. 

The  gentleman  will  state  his  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 


simply  want  to  ask  the  parliamentary 
inquiry ;  In  the  event  that  those  of us 
here  who  do  not  want  to  disruptf  dis¬ 
continue  our  activities,  is  it  propter  for 
me  to  request  an  answer  from  Urfe  Chair 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  Chaii/might  be 
willing  to  do  everything  in  hfs  power  to 
see  if  we  could  have  election reform  and 
congressional  reform  legislation? 

The  SPEAKER.  That' is  a  most  un¬ 
usual  question  for  any  .Member  to  ask  the 
Chair.  If  the  gentleman  will  consult  with 
the  Chair  outside,  the  Chair  will  be  glad 
to  advise  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  RUMSFEED.  I  thank  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  CURTIS:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inqylry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Again,  on  the  status  of 
legislation,  is  it  not  true  that  there  is  a 
bill  pending  which  could  be  brought  on 
the/floor  in  regard  to  congressional  re¬ 
form  and  election  reform?  Is  not  that 
bill  ready  for  House  action? 

'  The  SPEAKER.  What  particular  bill 
does  the  gentleman  have  in  mind? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Two  different  bills.  One 
is  the  election  reform  bill  that  was  voted 
out  by  the  House  Administration  Com¬ 
mittee.  The  second  is  the  bill  that  was 
passed  by  the  Senate  and  sent  over  here 
having  to  do  with  congressional  reform 
a  year  and  a  half  ago. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  reorganization  bill  is  before  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  that  committee 
having  original  jurisdiction  over  it.  The 
other  bill  that  the  gentleman  referred 
to  is  on  the  calendar,  but  there  is  no  rule 
reported  out  permitting  it  to  be  brought 
up  for  consideration  of  the  House. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
further  parliamentary  inquiry.  I  wish 
simply  to  observe  that  the  demonstration 
here  clearly  shows  how  badly  we  need  to 
reform  our  rules. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  for  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  HAYS.  My  parliamentary  inquiry 
is  this :  Is  it  correct  and  is  it  right  to  call 
>a  bill  an  election  reform  bill  which  re¬ 
peals  all  prohibitions  on  the  amount  of 
mhney  that  anybody  can  spend  to  buy  an 
election?  It  would  seem  to  me  you  are 
misusing  the  word  “reform,”  and  that 
word  iXnowhere  in  the  title  of  the  bill. 
My  parliamentary  inquiry  is :  Is  it  proper 
for  peoplNfike  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  to  try  bo  mislead  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  and  call  mis  an  election  reform  bill? 

Mr.  WAGG^NNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKERS.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it.  \ 

Mr.  WAGGONNERV Do  not  the  rules 
of  the  House  provide  that  if  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  minority  pari*'  wish  to  dis¬ 
charge  the  two  bills  in  question,  they 
may  proceed  under  the  rules  of  the 
House  utilizing  the  availabld  discharge 
petition  procedure?  \ 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  The  answer  tcrthat  is, 
“Yes.”  \ 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  akr- 
liamentary  inquiry.  \ 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
staus  it. 

CLEVELAND.  Will  the  Speaker 
explairV  to  me  how,  in  view  of  the  an¬ 
swer  to  she  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  a 
minority  \ith  188  Members  can  have  a 
discharge  petition  signed  by  218  Mem¬ 
bers— until  \ifter  the  election,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  or  any 
Member  can  flle\  discharge  motion  un¬ 
der  the  rules  of  thesHouse,  and  the  Chair 
knows  that  the  gentleman  is  well  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  rul^s.  If  218  Members 
sign  a  discharge  motion,  then  the  bill 
would  be  in  order  for  consideration  on  the 
next  discharge  day  following  the  signing 
of  the  motion  by  218  MeVnbers.  Each 
Member  has  his  own  responsibility.  The 
answer  is  that  a  discharge  motron  can  be 
filed  under  the  rules  of  the  Hoase,  and 
the  gentleman  from  New  Hampsmre  can 
do  it  within  5  minutes  if  the  gentleman 
desires  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  The  Speaker  has  an¬ 
swered  my  question,  but  with  furthe: 
reference  to  my  parliamentary  inquiry,  I 
understood  your  answer  to  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana,  whose  question  to  you  was, 
Cannot  the  minority  use  the  discharge 
petition  rule?  I  understood  your  answer 
to  be  yes.  I  ask  you,  mathematically  at 
least,  until  after  the  next  election,  how 
can  a  group  of  188  Members  do  so? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  is  not  an 
expert  in  mathematics,  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Hampshire  is.  The  Chair 
is  not  going  to  challenge  him  in  a  field 
in  which  he  specialized.  The  Chair  has 
enjoyed  this  very  much.  Are  there  any 
other  parliamentary  inquiries? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  thank  the  Speak¬ 
er. 

Is  there  any  parliamentary  procedure 
whereby  these  parliamentary  inquiries 
may  be  brought  to  a  parliamentary  con¬ 
clusion? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  a  parliamentary  inquiry  is  a  matter 
of  discretion  with  the  Chair.  The  Chai: 
knows  that  the  gentleman  from  Missis^ 
sippi  would  want  to  preserve  the  righVof 
any  occupant  of  the  chair  in  that  res/ect. 

Mr.  PIKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parljmnen 
tary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentlpfoan  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  PIKE.  Is  it  not  trueMkr.  Speaker, 
under  any  rules  which  the  House  might 
adopt,  it  would  take  a  narodicum  of  good 
faith,  of  good  will,  and/of  intelligence  in 
their  application  to  p/feserve  the  rights  of 
the  minority? 

The  SPEAKER/Will  the  distinguished 
gentleman  please  repeat  his  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry? 

Mr.  PIKE/ Mr.  Speaker,  my  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry  is  this:  Under  any  rules 
which  th&TIouse  might  adopt  it  would  be 
necessary  for  the  Members  to  display  a 
modicj/n  of  good  faith  and  good  will  in 
utilizing  those  rules  in  order  to  preserve 
thqmghts  of  all  Members? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
lat  the  gentleman’s  statement  will 


speak  for  itself  and  it  will  appear  in  the 
Record. 

The  Clerk  will  proceed  with  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  Journal. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  further  reading  of 
the  Journal  be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

Mr.  MacGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  and  I  do  so 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  asking  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert],  with 
respect  to  the  program  which  I  have  be¬ 
fore  me,  the  whip  notice  for  this  week. 

The  whip  notice  indicates  that  the  first 
item  of  business  for  Tuesday  and  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  week  would  be  S.  3293  and 
the  second  item  would  be  H.R.  15681. 
Those  two  items  were  disposed  of  on  yes¬ 
terday. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  whip  notice  indicates 
that  the  next  order  of  business  would  be 
the  order  of  business  which  I  had  ex¬ 
acted  to  be  brought  before  the  House 
>day,  H.R.  15890,  additional  positions  i: 
cNtain  executive  agencies. 

•.  Speaker,  my  inquiry  is  this:  Are 
we  abandoning  H.R.  15890  or  is  the 2ead- 
ershipNcontemplating  it  to  be  scheduled 
out  of  order,  after  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  in  thVwhip  notice 
we  have  the  statement  th/t  any  further 
program  may  Be  announced  later.  We 
announced  yesteWay  nat  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  appropriation  bill  will 
be  the  first  order  oMmsiness  if  the  con¬ 
ference  report  htst\alluded  to  were 
adopted  by  the  ojnier  body.  It  was  on  the 
basis  of  that  /announcement  that  we 
would  proceed!  And,  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  we  plan  toNo  from  the 
consideration  of  that  bill  to  ohe  consid¬ 
eration  o/the  National  Scenic  mvers  Act 
of  1968/and  announce  the  programing 
of  the/other  bill  to  which  the  gen\eman 
referred  at  another  time. 

(r.  MacGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  f\jr- 
tXer  reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
tot  believe  I  have  a  response  to  m; 
question. 

What  disposition  is  now  contemplated 
of  H.R.  15890,  additional  positions  in  cer¬ 
tain  executive  agencies? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  as  of  now 
we  plan  to  put  that  over  until  a  later 
date. 

Mr.  MacGREGOR.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur¬ 
ther  reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
would  like  to  indicate  that  because  of 
the  importance  of  the  legislation  that  is 
to  be  considered  later  this  afternoon,  we 
do  not  have  any  desire  to  continue  the 
parliamentary  moves  that  have  been 
made  thus  far  today. 

However,  the  purpose  of  these  moves 
has  been  to  attempt  to  point  out  the 
need  for  at  least  giving  the  House  an, 
opportunity  to  consider  and  debate 


campaign  funding  and  legislative  reoj 
ganization  legislation  during  this  Cjj 
gress. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  if  he  and  the  npjority 
party  have  any  intention  of  bringing  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  before/the  close 
of  the  session  this  year  legislation  deal¬ 
ing  with  legislative  reoirianization  of 
election  fundraising  and  expenditures. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  l(ew  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  demand  regular  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  lias  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  completed  his  question? 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  I  have  completed 
my  question. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yi/ld?  That  bill  is  not  eligible 
for  progrannng  on  the  floor  under  pres¬ 
ent  parliamentary  circumstances. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tlemar/yield  to  me? 

Th/  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
O/io? 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
'yielded  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  so 
many  times  last  evening  during  a  special 
order  that  it  comes  naturally  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding.  I  want  to  say  in 
regard  to  the  sad  story  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  about  our  minority 
that  if  he  will  file  a  discharge  petition 
on  this  so-called  election  bill — I  am  not 
going  to  use  the  word  “reform,”  I  will 
call  it  the  “millionaire’s  control  of  Con¬ 
gress  bill” — when  the  gentleman  gets 
188  Members  signed  on  that  petition  I 
will  deliver  to  the  gentleman  30  Demo¬ 
crats  to  get  it  before  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  JOURNAL 


\ 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  approved. 

CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S.  2515, 
REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK,  CALIF. 

Mr.  ASPINALL  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  S.  2515,  to  authorize  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
in  the  State  of  California,  and  for  other 
purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1890) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  Bill  (S. 
2515)  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
in  the  State  'of  California,  and  for  other 
purposes”,  having  met,  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
text  of  the  bill,  and  agree  to  the  same  with 
an  amendment  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  Inserted  by  the  House  amendment  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

‘‘That,  in  order  to  preserve  Significant  ex¬ 
amples  of  the  primeval  coastal  redwood  (Se¬ 
quoia  sempervirens)  forests  and  the  streams 
and  seashores  with  which  they  are  associated 
for  purposes  of  public  inspiration,  enjoy- 
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ment,  and  scientific  study,  there  is  hereby 
established  a  Redwood  National  Park  in  Dei 
Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties,  California. 

“Sec.  2.  (a)  The  area  to  be  included  within 
the  Redwood  National  Park  is  that  generally 
depicted  on  the  maps  entitled  ‘Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park’  numbered  NPS-RED-7 114-A 
and  NPS-RED-7 1 1 4-B ,  and  dated  September 
1968,  copies  of  which  maps  shall  be  kept 
available  for  public  inspection  in  the  offices 
of  the  National  Park  Service,  Department  of 
the  Interior,  and  shall  be  filed  with  appro¬ 
priate  officers  of  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt 
Counties.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (here¬ 
inafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’)  may 
from  time  to  time,  with  a  view  to  carrying 
out  the  purpose  of  this  Act  and  with  partic¬ 
ular  attention  to  minimizing  siltation  of  the 
streams,  damage  to  the  timber,  and  assuring 
the  preservation  of  the  scenery  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  national  park  as  depicted 
on  said  maps,  modify  said  boundaries,  giving 
notice  of  any  changes  involved  therein  by 
publication  of  a  revised  drawing  or  boundary 
description  in  the  Federal  Register  and  by 
filing  said  revision  with  the  officers  with 
whom  the  original  maps  were  filed,  but  the 
acreage  within  said  park  shall  at  no  time 
exceed  fifty-eight  thousand  acres,  exclusive  of 
submerged  lands. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 
quire  by  donation  only  all  or  part  of  existing 
publicly  owned  highways  and  roads  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  park  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  for  park  purposes.  Until  such  high¬ 
ways  and  roads  have  been  acquired,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  cooperate  with  appropriate  State 
and  local  officials  in  patroling  and  maintain¬ 
ing  such  roads  and  highways. 

“Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
acquire  lands  and  interests  in  land  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
and,  in  addition  thereto,  not  more  than  ten 
acres  outside  of  those  boundaries  for  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  site  or  sites.  Such  acquisition 
may  be  by  donation,  purchase  with  appro¬ 
priated  or  donated  funds,  exchange,  or  other¬ 
wise,  but  lands  and  interests  in  land  owned 
by  the  State  of  California  may  be  acquired 
only  by  donation. 

“(b)  (1)  Effective  on  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  vested  in  the 
United  States  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in, 
and  the  right  to  immediate  possession  of,  all 
real  property  within  the  park  boundaries 
designated  in  maps  NPS-RED-7 11 4-A  and 
NPS-RED— 7 1 1 4— B ,  except  real  property 
owned  by  the  State  of  California  or  a  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  thereof  and  except  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection.- 
The  Secretary  shall  allow  for  the  orderly 
termination  of  all  operations  on  real  property 
acquired  by  the  United  States  under  this  sub¬ 
section,  and  for  the  removal  of  equipment, 
facilities,  and  personal  property  therefrom. 

“(2)  The  United  States  will  pay  just  com¬ 
pensation  to  the  owner  of  any  real  property 
taken  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 
Such  compensation  shall  be  paid  either:  (A) 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  money 
appropriated  from  the  Land  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Fund,  including  money  appropri¬ 
ated  to  the  Fund  pursuant  to  section  4(b)  of 
the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act 
of  1965,  as  amended,  subject  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  limitation  in  section  10  of  this  Act, 
upon  certification  to  him  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  agreed  negotiated  value  of  such  prop¬ 
erty,  or  the  valuation  of  the  property 
awarded  by  judgment,  including  interest  at 
the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum  from  the 
date  of  taking  the  property  to  the  date  of 
payment  therefor;  or  (B)  by  the  Secretary, 
if  the  owner  of  the  land  concurs,  with  any 
federally  owned  property  available  to  him  for 
purposes  of  exchange  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  5  of  this  Act;  or  (C)  by 
the  Secretary  using  any  combination  of  such 
money  or  federally  owned  property.  Any  ac¬ 
tion  against  the  United  States  for  the  re¬ 
covery  of  just  compensation  for  the  land  and 


interests  therein  taken  by  the  United  States 
by  this  subsection  shall  be  brought  in  the 
Court  of  Claims  as  provided  in  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  section  1491. 

“(3)  Subsection  3(b)  shall  apply  to  owner¬ 
ships  of  fifty  acres  or  less  only  if  such 
ownerships  are  held  or  occupied  primarily 
for  nonresidential  or  nonagricultural  pur¬ 
poses,  and  if  the  Secretary  gives  notice  to 
the  owner  within  sixty  days  after  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  Act  of  the  application  of 
this  subsection.  Notice  by  the  Secretary  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  made  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act.  The  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  that  district  in 
which  such  ownerships  are  located  shall  have 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  any 
action  brought  by  any  person  having  an  in¬ 
terest  therein  for  damages  occurring  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  temporary  application  of  this 
paragraph,  between  the  effective  date  of  this 
Act  and  the  date  upon  which  the  Secretary 
gives  Such  notice.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph 
shall  be  construed  as  affecting  the  authority 
of  the  Secretary  under  subsections  (a)  and 
(c)  of  this  section  to  acquire  such  areas  for 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

“(c)  If  any  individual  tract  or  parcel  of 
land  acquired  is  partly  inside  and  partly 
outside  the  boundaries  of  the  park  or  the 
administrative  site  the  Secretary  may,  in 
order  to  minimize  the  payment  of  severance 
damages,  acquire  the  whole  of  the  tract  or 
parcel  and  exchange  that  part  of  it  which  is 
outside  the  boundaries  for  land  or  interests 
in  land  inside  the  boundaries  or  for  other 
land  or  interests  in  land  acquired  pursuant 
to  this  Act,  and  dispose  of  so  much  thereof 
as  is  not  so  utilized  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat. 
377) ,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.) .  The 
cost  of  any  land  so  acquired  and  disposed  of 
shall  not  be  charged  against  the  limitation 
on  authorized  appropriations  contained  in 
section  10  of  this  Act. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized 
to  acquire,  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  lands  and  interests  in  land 
bordering  both  sides  of  the  highway  between 
the  present  southern  boundary  of  Prairie 
Creek  Redwoods  State  Park  and  a  point  on 
Redwood  Creek  near  the  town  of  Orick  to  a 
depth  sufficient  to  maintain  or  to  restore 
a  screen  of  trees  between  the  highway  and 
the  land  behind  the  screen  and  the  activi¬ 
ties  conducted  thereon. 

“(e)  In  order  to  afford  as  full  protection 
as  is  reasonably  possible  to  the  timber,  soil, 
and  streams  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
park,  the  Secretary  is  authorized,  by  any 
of  the  means  set  out  in  subsections  (a)  and 
(c)  of  this  section,  to  acquire  interests  in 
land  from,  and  to  enter  into  contracts  and 
cooperative  agreements  with,  the  owners  of 
land  on  the  periphery  of  the  park  and  on 
watersheds  tributary  to  streams  within  the 
park  designed  to  assure  that  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  forestry  management,  timbering, 
land  use,  and  soil  conservation  practices  con¬ 
ducted  thereon,  or  of  the  lack  of  such  prac¬ 
tices,  will  not  adversely  affect  the  timber, 
soil,  and  streams  within  the  park  as  afore¬ 
said.  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term 
“interests  in  land’’  does  not  include  fee  title 
unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  cost  of  a 
necessary  less-than-fee  interest  would  be  dis¬ 
proportionately  high  as  compared  with  the 
estimated  cost  of  the  fee.  No  acquisition  other 
than  by  donation  shall  be  effectuated  and 
no  contract  or  cooperative  agreement  shall 
be  executed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection  until  sixty 
days  after  he  has  notified  the  President  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  his  intended  action  and 
of  the  costs  and  benefits  to  the  United  States 
involved  therein. 

“Sec.  4.  (a)  The  owner  of  improved  prop¬ 
erty  on  the  date  of  its  acquisition  by  the 


Secretary  under  this  Act  may,  as  a  condition 
of  such  acquisition,  retain  for  himself  and 
his  heirs  and  assigns  a  right  of  use  and  occu¬ 
pancy  of  the  improved  property  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  residential  purposes  for  a  definite 
term  of  not  more  than  twenty-five  years  or, 
in  lieu  thereof,  for  a  term  ending  at  the  death 
of  the  owner  or  the  death  of  his  spouse, 
whichever  is  later.  The  owner  shall  elect 
the  term  to  be  reserved.  Unless  the  property 
is  wholly  or  partially  donated  to  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  shall  pay  the  owner  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  property  on  the  date 
of  acquisition  minus  the  fair  market  value 
on  that  date  of  the  right  retained  by  the 
owner.  A  right  retained  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  subject  to  termination  by 
the  Secretary  upon  his  determination  that 
it  is  being  exercised  in  a  manner  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  purpose  of  this  Act,  and  it 
shall  terminate  by  operation  of  law  upon 
the  Secretary’s  notifying  the  holder  of  the 
right  of  such  determination  and  tendering 
to  him  an  amount  equal  to  the  fair  market 
value  of  that  portion  of  the  right  which 
remains  unexpired. 

“(b)  The  term  ‘improved  property’,  as  used 
in  this  section,  means  a  detached,  noncom¬ 
mercial  residential  dwelling,  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  which  was  begun  before  October  9, 
1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the  land  on 
which  the  dwelling  is  situated,  the  said  land 
being  in  the  same  ownership  as  the  dwelling, 
as  the  Secretary  shall  designate  to  be  rea¬ 
sonably  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
dwelling  for  the  sole  purpose  of  noncommer¬ 
cial  residential  use,  together  with  any  struc¬ 
tures  accessory  to  the  dwelling  which  are 
situated  on  the  land  so  designated. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  have,  with  respect 
to  any  real  property  acquired  by  him  in  sec¬ 
tions  5  and  8,  township  13  north,  range  1 
east,  Humboldt  meridian,  authority  to  sell  or 
lease  the  same  to  the  former  owner  under 
such  conditions  and  restrictions  as  will  as¬ 
sure  that  it  is  not  utilized  in  a  manner  or 
for  purposes  inconsistent  with  the  national 
park. 

“Sec.  5.  In  exercising  his  authority  to  ac¬ 
quire  property  by  exchange,  the  Secretary 
may  accept  title  to  any  non-Federal  property 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  park,  and  out¬ 
side  of  such  boundaries  within  the  limits  pre¬ 
scribed  in  this  Act.  Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  may 
acquire  such  property  from  the  grantor  by 
exchange  for  any  federally  owned  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  in  California,  except  property 
needed  for  public  use  and  management, 
which  he  classifies  as  suitable  for  exchange 
or  other  disposal,  or  any  federally  owned 
property  he  may  designate  within  the  North¬ 
ern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  in  Del  Norte 
County,  California,  except  that  section  known 
and  designated  as  the  Yurok  Experimental 
Forest,  consisting  of  approximately  nine 
hundred  and  thirty-five  acres.  Such  federally 
owned  property  shall  also  be  available  for 
use  by  the  Secretary  in  lieu  of,  or  together 
with,  cash  in  payment  of  just  compensation 
for  any  real  property  taken  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  3(b)  of  this  Act.  The  values  of  the  prop¬ 
erties  so  exchanged  either  shall  be  approxi¬ 
mately  equal  or,  if  they  are  not  approxi¬ 
mately  equal,  the  value  shall  be  equalized  by 
the  payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  to  the 
Secretary  as  the  circumstances  require. 
Through  the  exercise  of  his  exchange  au¬ 
thority,  the  Secretary  shall,  to  the  extent 
possible,  minimize  economic  dislocation  and 
the  disruption  of  the  grantor’s  commercial 
operations. 

“Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  any  Federal  property  located 
within  any  of  the  areas  described  in  sections 
2  and  3  of  this  Act  may,  with  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  head  of  the  agency  having  cus¬ 
tody  thereof,  be  transferred  without  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  administrative  jurisdiction 
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of  the  Secretary  for  use  by  him  in  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  7.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall  have 
the  same  authority  with  respect  to  contracts 
for  the  acquisition  of  land  and  interests  in 
land  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  was 
given  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  other 
land  acquisitions  by  section  34  of  the  Act 
of  May  30,  1908  (35  Stat.  545;  40  U.S.C.  261), 
and  the  Secretary  and  the  owner  of  land  to 
be  acquired  under  this  Act  may  agree  that 
the  purchase  price  will  be  paid  in  periodic 
installments  over  a  period  that  does  not 
exceed  ten  years,  with  interest  on  the  un¬ 
paid  balance  thereof  at  a  rate  which  is  not 
in  excess  of  the  current  average  market  yield 
on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the 
United  States  with  remaining  periods  to 
maturity  comparable  to  the  average  maturi¬ 
ties  on  the  installments. 

“(b)  Judgments  against  the  United  States 
for  amounts  in  excess  of  the  deposit  in  court 
made  in  condemnation  actions  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  section  1302  of  the 
Act  of  July  27,  1956  (70  Stat.  694) ,  as  amended 
(31  U.S.C.  724a),  and  the  Act  of  June  25, 
1948  (62  Stat.  979),  as  amended  (28  U.S.C. 
2414,  2517). 

“Sec.  8.  The  present  practice  of  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
of  maintaining  memorial  groves  of  redwood 
trees  named  for  benefactors  of  the  State 
redwood  parks  shall  be  continued  by  the 
Secretary  in  the  Redwood  National  Park. 

“Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the 
Redwood  National  Park  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  1916 
(39  Stat.  535;  16  U.S.C.  1-4),  as  amended 
and  supplemented. 

“Sec.  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $92,000,000  for  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
title  of  the  bill. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Roy  A.  Taylor, 

Harold  T.  Johnson, 

John  P.  Saylor, 

Theodore  R.  Kupperman, 
Managers  cm  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Alan  Bible, 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Clifford  P.  Hansen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill, 
S.  2515,  to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the 
Redwood  National  Park  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  this 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
language  recommended  and  adopted  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report. 

The  committee  of  conference  on  S.  2515 
recommends  adoption  of  an  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  House 
amendment  to  S.  2515.  The  major  differences 
between  the  amendment  recommended  by 
the  Conference  Committee,  the  original 
House  amendment,  and  S.  2515  as  it  passed 
the  Senate  are  outlined  below. 

The  conference  committee  recommends  the 
establishment  of  a  Redwood  National  Park 
with  an  overall  size  of  not  more  than  58,000 
acres,  exclusive  of  submerged  lands.  In  the 
bill  as  it  originally  passed  the  Senate  this 
limit  was  64,000  acres  and  in  the  House 
amendment  it  was  28,500  acres. 

The  principal  upland  areas  included  within 
the  revised  boundaries  of  the  park  are  in 
addition  to  the  Jedediah  Smith,  Del  Norte 
Coast,  and  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State 
parks,  the  following: 
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(a)  The  area  east  and  south  of  Jedediah 
Smith  State  Park — approximately  4600 
acres; 

(b)  Lost  Man  Creek  drainage  area — ap¬ 
proximately  5800  acres; 

(c)  Little  Lost  Man  Creek  drainage  area— 
approximately  2225  acres; 

(d)  The  area  south  of  Prairie  Creek  State 
Park,  west  of  Prairie  Creek  and  north  of  the 
existing  county  road — approximately  2925 
acres; 

(e)  The  Redwood  Creek  corridor  beginning 
in  section  34,  township  11  north,  range  1  east 
and  continuing  along  both  sides  of  the 
stream  into  section  6,  township  9  north, 
range  2  east,  including  the  so-called  Emerald 
Mile  and  the  “Tall  Trees”  area — approxi¬ 
mately  4200  acres; 

(f)  An  area  to  the  north,  east  and  west  of 
the  lower  portion  of  the  foregoing — approxi¬ 
mately  4125  acres; 

(g)  Three  coastal  strips  (in  most  cases  one- 
quarter  mile  inland  from  mean  high  tide)  be¬ 
tween  Del  Norte  Coast  State  park  and  the 
Klamath  River,  between  the  Klamath  River 
and  the  northern  boundary  of  Prairie  Creek 
State  Park,  and  between  the  southern  bound¬ 
ary  of  Prairie  Creek  State  Park  and  the  north¬ 
ern  boundary  of  Dry  Lagoon  State  Park — 
approximately  4100  acres. 

Minor  areas  account  for  another  150  acres, 
more  or  less,  within  the  revised  park  bound¬ 
aries.  The  estimated  cost  of  acquiring  the 
lands  is  $92,000,000  in  cash  or  kind.  This  esti¬ 
mate  is  based  principally  on  an  appraisal 
made  by  Hammon,  Jensen  and  Wallen,  an 
experienced  timber  appraisal  firm,  and  in¬ 
cludes  allowances  for  contingencies  and  for 
administrative  expenses  connected  with  the 
acquisition. 

The  three  State  parks  mentioned  above 
total  27,500  acres.  They  and  other  State  lands 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  park  will  be  ac¬ 
quired  only  by  donation,  as  both  the  Senate 
bill  and  the  House  amendment  provided,  but 
a  donation  or  agreement  to  donate  the  State 
parks  will  not  be  a  condition  precedent  to  es¬ 
tablishment  of  the  national  park  as  the 
House  amendment  proposed.  Until  donated, 
public  highways  and  roads  within  the  park 
will  continue  to  be  operated  by  the  State  and 
its  political  subdivisions.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  however,  is  authorized  to  co¬ 
operate  with  State  and  local  officials  in  this 
work  by  section  2(b)  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  amendment.  Whether  the  State  will 
donate  its  parks  and  other  lands  will  be  up  to 
it  to  decide.  If  it  decides  not  to  do  so,  the 
National  Park  Service  will  nevertheless  be 
expected  to  cooperate  with  State  officials  to 
minimize  administrative  problems  and  to 
offer  to  the  American  public  a  full  opportu¬ 
nity  to  enjoy  the  beauty  and  grandeur  of  the 
Redwood  country. 

The  conference  committee  recommends,  as 
did  the  original  Senate  bill  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  have  authority  to  utilize 
lands  within  the  northern  Redwood  purchase 
unit,  except  the  935  acres  which  are  within 
the  Yurok  Experimental  Forest,  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  some  of  the  private  lands  within  the 
park.  It  also  recommends  that  the  Secretary 
be  authorized  to  utilize  for  exchange  pur¬ 
poses  lands  within  the  State  of  California 
which  are  under  the  administrative  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
This  latter  provision  was  in  the  Senate  bill 
and  a  similar,  though  somewhat  broader, 
provision  was  in  the  House  amendment.  The 
provision  with  respect  to  the  use  of  the  pur¬ 
chase  unit  is  not  intended  to  be  precedent¬ 
setting.  It  is,  rather,  a  rare  exception  to  the 
rule  which  ought  to  be  followed  in  all  except 
the  most  compelling  of  circumstances  and  is 
justified  in  this  case  only  by  the  exceptional 
status  of  the  purchase  unit  and  by  the  de¬ 
sire  to  preserve  as  a  part  of  the  national  park 
system  trees  which  would  otherwise  be  ex¬ 
ploited  even  though  this  must  be  at  the  price 
of  trees  of  the  same  species  in  Government 
ownership  which  are  now  subject  to  the  same 
treatment.  In  view  of  these  two  provisions  of 


the  bill,  it  is  expected  that  the  cash  outlay 
required  for  the  park  will  be  considerably 
below  the  $92,000,000  mentioned  above.  This 
means,  of  course,  that  use  of  the  exchange 
authority  is  not  to  be  subordinated  to  use 
of  the  cash-acquisition  authority.  Not  only 
will  the  consummation  of  exchanges  reduce 
the  Government’s  cash  outflow  but  it  will 
carry  out  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  being 
granted — viz.,  to  “minimize  economic  dis¬ 
location  and  the  disruption  of  ...  of  com¬ 
mercial  operations”  in  the  chief  industry  of 
the  locality. 

In  order  to  expedite  establishment  of  the 
park  and  to  avoid  serious  changes  in  the  cost 
of  acquiring  the  land  which  might  occur 
after  passage  of  the  legislation,  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  has  included  in  section  3(b) 
of  the  bill  a  legislative  taking  provision. 
This  provision  will  be  applicable  to  the 
greater  part  of  the  private  lands  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  park.  Its  effect  is  to  vest 
in  the  United  States,  as  soon  as  the  bill 
passes  both  Houses  and  is  signed  by  the 
President,  title  to  all  lands  within  the  park 
boundaries  which  are  owned  or  operated  by 
the  four  major  lumber  companies  concerned, 
to  all  other  tracts  of  50  acres  or  more,  and 
to  tracts  of  less  than  50  acres  which  are 
utilized  primarily  for  nonresidential  and 
nonagricultural  purposes.  The  four  com¬ 
panies  referred  to  are  the  Areata  Redwood 
Co.,  the  Rellim  Lumber  Co.,  the  Simpson 
Lumber  Co.,  and  the  Georgia-Pacific  Corp., 
and  their  affiliates.  The  lands  held  by  or  for 
them  which  are  affected  by  this  provision 
are  as  follows,  as  nearly  as  can  now  be  de¬ 
termined  : 

[Approximate  acres] 


Areata  Redwood  Co _  11,000 

Simpson  Lumber  Co _  5,  770 

Georgia-Pacific  Corp _  3, 420 

Rellim  Lumber  Co _  2,  260 


A  legislative  taking  provision — one,  how¬ 
ever,  that  was  not  identical  with  the  one 
that  is  included  in  the  bill — :was  requested 
by  the  company  principally  concerned.  The 
companies  will  be  given  time  to  remove  their 
facilities,  equipment  and  other  personal 
property,  including  felled  trees,  from  the 
property.  Compensation  for  the  taking,  to 
the  extent  it  is  paid  in  cash  and  not  in  kind, 
will  be  paid  from  moneys  appropriated  from 
the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
upon  certification  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  of  the  amount  involved.  If  such 
payment  is  not  made  or  if  the  amount  paid 
is  not  satisfactory  to  the  companies,  they 
will  be  entitled  to  a  judicial  determination 
made  by  the  Court  of  Claims  under  28  U.S.C. 
1491.  In  either  event,  the  value  as  ulti¬ 
mately  determined  will  draw  interest  from 
the  date  of  taking  until  the  date  of  pay¬ 
ment  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  annum. 
The  bill  provides  in  explicit  terms  that  the 
United  States  “will”  pay  just  compensation 
for  this  property  and  thus  pledges  the  full 
faith  and  credit  of  the  government  that  this 
will  be  done.  In  view  of  these  provisions  and 
in  order,  moreover,  to  give  the  present  own¬ 
ers  an  equivalent  in  cash  or  kind  as  soon 
as  possible,  it  is  strongly  recommended  (a) 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  as  far  as 
he  can  do  so  consistently  with  other  com¬ 
mitments  on  the  Land  and  Water  Conserva¬ 
tion  Fund,  seek  an  immediate  appropriation 
to  fulfill  the  obligations  of  the  United  States, 
and  (b)  that,  to  the  extent  that  a  settle¬ 
ment  in  kind  is  not  likely  or  cannot  be  nego 
tiated,  he  pay  over  to  the  companies  what¬ 
ever  appropriated  funds  are  available  to  him 
within  the  limits  of  his  estimate  of  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  land  taken,  such  pay¬ 
ment  to  be  without  prejudice,  if  his  esti¬ 
mate  of  value  is  not  satisfactory  to  the  com¬ 
panies,  to  further  determination  of  the 
value  either  by  negotiation  or  by  judicial 
action. 

The  members  of  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  note,  in  this  connection,  that  they  were 
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requested  to  consider  and  did  consider  in¬ 
cluding  in  the  bill  a  section  the  effect  of 
which  would  have  been  to  give  the  companies 
the  advantages  of  section  1033  of  the  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  Code  if  they  convert  the  cash 
they  receive  from  this  involuntary  disposi¬ 
tion  of  their  property  into  certain  other  types 
of  income-producing  property  within  a  lim¬ 
ited  time.  The  other  types  spoken  of  would 
have  been  somewhat  broader  than  that  pres¬ 
ently  allowed  by  section  1033  and  the  time 
frame  might  have  been  somewhat  longer 
than  is  now  provided  by  law.  The  committee 
found  it  infeasible  to  include  such  a  provi¬ 
sion  in  this  bill.  It  notes,  however,  that  it 
has  been  authoritatively  advised  that  the 
present  provisions  of  law  are  not  and  ought 
not  to  be  construed  so  strictly  that  a  con¬ 
version  of  redwood  assets  into  whitewood 
assets  is  outside  the  bounds  of  section  1033 
and  that,  sympathetic  as  it  is  with  the  gen¬ 
eral  position  in  which  the  companies  find 
themselves,  a  broader  approach  than  the  one 
provided  in  that  section  may  well  be  war¬ 
ranted  in  this  instance.  It  recommends  that 
consideration  be  given  to  this  problem 
through  a  separate  measure  during  the  next 
session  of  the  Congress. 

The  provisions  of  the  House  amendment 
authorizing  the  acquisition  of  land  bordering 
Highway  101  between  Prairie  Creek  State 
Park  and  the  town  of  Orick  and  the  creation 
of  a  buffer  zone  around  the  periphery  of  the 
park,  either  by  acquisition  of  scenic  ease¬ 
ments  and  other  interests  in  land  or  through 
cooperative  agreements  with  the  land  own¬ 
ers  in  order  to  protect  park  values,  has  been 
retained  by  the  conference  committee  in 
section  3,  subsections  (d)  and  (e),  of  its 
substitute  amendment.  While  land  acquired 
under  the  first  of  these  provisions  will  not 
be  within  the  park,  it  will  be  an  important 
adjunct  to  it.  The  intent  of  the  second 
provision  is  to  assure,  among  other  things, 
that  clear  cutting  will  not  occur  immediately 
around  the  park  and,  wherever  it  is  reason¬ 
able  to  do  so,  to  allow  selective  logging  to 
be  carried  on  there. 

The  conference  report  recommends  the 
inclusion  in  the  park  boundaries  of  a  strip 
of  off-shore  submerged  land  one-quarter  mile 
wide  the  full  length  of  the  park.  This  is 
done  with  the  understanding  that  fishing, 
both  sport  and  commercial,  will  be  allowed 
to  continue  in  the  area  involved  and  that 
the  laws  governing  the  same  will  be  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California. 

The  House  amendment  contained  a  pro¬ 
vision  authorizing  the  owners  of  existing 
homes  within  the  park  boundaries  to  retain 
title  thereto  as  long  as  they  conform  to  ap¬ 
proved  zoning  ordinances.  While  this  provi¬ 
sion  has  heretofore  been  used  in  connection 
with  the  establishment  of  national  recrea¬ 
tion  areas  and  national  seashores,  it  is  not, 
the  members  of  the  conference  committee 
believe,  consistent  with  what  ought  to  be 
an  objective  when  a  national  park  is  estab¬ 
lished — viz.,  the  ultimate  elimination  of  all 
private  inholdings  within  park  boundaries. 
It  has  therefore  been  dropped  in  the  Con¬ 
ference  Committee’s  proposed  substitute.  The 
substitute,  however,  contains  the  provisions 
of  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  versions 
of  the  bill  allowing  the  owner  of  an  existing 
noncommercial  residence  to  retain  rights  of 
use  and  occupancy  for  his  life  and  the  life 
of  his  spouse  or,  if  he  so  chooses,  for  a  term 
of  25  years  or  less  beginning  on  the  date  the 
property  is  acquired  by  the  government.  An 
additional  provision  has  been  included,  ap¬ 
plying  only  to  two  sections  of  land  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Klamath  River,  authorizing  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  lease  back  or  sell 
back  certain  lands  under  conditions  which 
assure  uses  compatible  with  the  purposes 
and  existence  of  the  park. 

The  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee’s  recommended  substi¬ 
tute  ar«  derived  from  the  House  amendment. 
They  (1)  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 


Interior  to  enter  into  firm  contracts  for  the 
purchase  of  land  under  the  Act  once  an  ap¬ 
propriation  has  been  made  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  even  though  the  appropriation  is  in¬ 
sufficient  to  cover  the  whole  purchase  price, 

(2)  allow  the  Secretary  and  the  landowners 
concerned  to  agree  upon  payment  of  the 
purchase  price  of  land  in  installments  over 
a  10-year  period  or  less,  the  unpaid  balance 
to  bear  interest  at  a  rate  not  exceeding  that 
of  the  current  yield  on  outstanding  United 
States  obligations  maturing  at  or  about  the 
same  time  as  the  last  payment  is  due,  and 

(3)  make  applicable  to  judgments  rendered 
against  the  United  States  in  condemnation 
actions,  including  actions  under  Section  3  of 
the  bill,  the  same  procedure  for  appropriat¬ 
ing  funds  to  satisfy  such  judgments  as  is 
applicable  to  other  judgments  against  the 
government.  In  effect  this  means,  and  it  is 
the  intent  of  the  conference  committee  that 
it  should  be  so  applied,  that  judgments  for 
$100,000  or  less  will  be  paid  from  the  con¬ 
tinuing  appropriation  created  in  31  U.S.C. 
724a  and  that  judgments  for  more  than  that 
amount  will  be  processed  as  ordinary  judg¬ 
ments  against  the  United  States  are  proc¬ 
essed — that  is,  by  being  included  in  the 
items  “Claims  and  Judgments”  (e.g.,  79  Stat. 
1152)  which  is  regularly  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  for  appropriations.  Since,  as  has 
been  noted  above,  the  bulk  of  the  private 
land  within  the  park  boundaries  is  being 
taken  legislatively,  the  chief  benefit  of  this 
provision  will,  in  all  likelihood,  accrue  to 
such  of  the  smaller  landowners  as  may  be 
subject  to  condemnation.  In  the  case  of  the 
larger  holders  who  choose  to  recover  just 
compensation  by  means  of  a  suit  in  the  Court 
of  Claims,  however,  it  will  and  is  intended 
to  provide  an  alternative  method  of  payment 
to  that  provided  in  section  3(b). 

The  final  section  of  the  bill  authorizes  the 
appropriation  of  $92,000,000  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  land.  As  has  already  been  noted,  it 
is  expected  that  utilization  of  the  exchange 
provisions  of  the  bill  will  reduce  the  cash 
outlay  required  considerably  below  this  fig¬ 
ure.  The  $92,000,000  figure  compares  with  the 
$100,000,000  in  the  original  Senate  bill  and 
the  $56,750,000  in  the  House  amendment.  Al¬ 
though  this  section  omits  the  limitation  of 
the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  development  which  was  contained  in  the 
House  amendment,  it  is  the  understanding 
of  all  members  of  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  that  no  appropriation  will  be  requested 
or  made  for  this  purpose,  except  for  such 
work  as  is  required  for  immediate  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  park,  until  a  master  develop¬ 
ment  plan  has  been  submitted  to  the  two 
Committees  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Roy  A.  Taylor, 

Harold  T.  Johnson, 

John  P.  Saylor, 

Theodore  R.  Kupferman, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.R.  18707)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for 
other  purposes ;  and  pending  that  motion, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  general  debate  be  limited  to  4  hours, 
the  time  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  gentleman  from  California, 
Mr.  Lipscomb,  and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  th§ 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  fro/ 
Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHO/ 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  WJaole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.Efc  18707,  with 
Mr.  Rostenkowski  in  tha'chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMA^.  Under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mf.  Mahon]  will  be  recog¬ 
nized  for  2  hours,  and  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Lipscomb]  will  be 
recognized/ior  2  hours. 

The  CJzfair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  T/Xas  [Mr.  Mahon], 

AHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  follow¬ 
ing  /he  exciting  events  which  have  just 
spired  in  the  House  the  considera- 
m  of  this  bill  might  seem  to  be  quite 
n  ordinary  exercise,  an  anticlimax. 

The  bill,  however,  is  of  great  import¬ 
ance.  All  Members  have  of  course,  taken 
it  for  granted  for  weeks,  and  for  months, 
that  the  Defense  appropriation  bill 
would  be  considered  by  the  House  and 
by  the  other  body  and  be  enacted  into 
law. 

This  bill  is  the  largest  single  appro¬ 
priation  bill  ever  presented  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  in  the  history 
of  the  Republic.  So,  moneywise  and 
otherwise,  it  is  a  very  important  meas¬ 
ure. 

OVERALL  APPROPRIATION  RESUME 

Before  I  begin  a  discussion  of  this  bill, 
I  think  it  would  be  well  to  take  a  look  at 
the  overall  appropriation  situation  for 
the  current  fiscal  year  1969. 

The  President’s  budget  calls  for  new 
budget  obligational  authority  in  the 
amount  of  about  $20  billion  for  the  fiscal 
year  1969.  Something  on  the  order  of  $60 
billion  of  this  total  would  automatically 
be  appropriated  under  existing  law  with¬ 
out  action  by  Congress  this  year,  princi¬ 
pally  for  such  items  as  interest  on  the 
debt,  several  social  security  programs, 
highways,  and  a  few  others.  Thus,  about 
141  billion  of  the  $201  billion  requires 
in  by  the  Congress  at  this  session, 
are  considering  more  than  half  of 
thafSgmount  in  the  bill  here  today. 

ongress  in  late  June  of  this  year, 
passed  Vhe  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968  which  requires  that 
the  Government,  through  actions  of  the 
Congress  or\therwise,  reduce  new  budg¬ 
et  authority  Bv  not  less  than  $10  billion 
below  the  January  budget  estimate  for 
fiscal  1969,  subnaitted  on  January  29, 
and  that  we  reduce  the  projected  budg¬ 
et  outlays — expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing — in  the  Presidents  January  budget 
for  fiscal  1969  by  not  lefcs  than  $6  billion. 

The  Defense  appropriation  bill  before 
us  deals  with  budget  authority  request 
from  the  President  for  $77\billion.  We 
recommend  $72.2  billion,  wlHph  means 
that  in  this  bill  we  are  reducing  the 
President’s  budget  requests  for  new  budg¬ 
et  authority  by  $4.8  billion.  When  we 
consider  the  actions  which  we  Naave 
taken  in  the  House  on  other  appropr 
tions  bills,  this  takes  us  well  over 
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$lU  billion  goal  and  enables  the  House 
t(\fhilfill  the  requirements  of  the  law  in 
that  \espect  to  about  $11.6  billion,  in 
fact.Hhys  far  on  the  appropriation  bills. 

But' we  have  other  bills  to  consider: 
the  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill — has 
not  been  reported  to  the  House — and  cer¬ 
tain  bills  in  , conference  will  need  to  have 
final  clearance \And  then  a  few  legislative 
bills  have  been  dr  may  be  enacted  which 
affect  the  overall  budget  picture  and 
enter  into  the  final  account  of  congres¬ 
sional  action  on  the\budget  requests. 

But  certainly,  wit%  the  consideration 
and  passage  of  this  mil,  we  will  have 
completed  the  principalNmoney  business 
of  this  session — the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act — arwi  all  but  one 
of  the  regular  appropriation] bills.  The 
one  regular  appropriation  bill  remain¬ 
ing  lacks  authorization  and  comd  not  be 
presented  to  you  now.  But  a  conference 
agreement  on  the  authorization  has-been 
reported.  I  refer  to  the  foreign  aid  .b«L 

That  is  the  remaining  work  of  tSfis 
session  from  the  standpoint  of  approprr^ 
ations  for  the  House,  except  of  course^ 
there  will  be  a  final  supplemental  bill 
to  cover  a  number  of  items  throughout 
the  Government. 

THE  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  BILL 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  respect  to  the  bill 
before  us  today,  I  shall,  when  we  go  back 
into  the  House,  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  insert  in  the  Record  pertinent  infor¬ 
mation  contained  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  and  otherwise.  I  feel  sure  all  Mem¬ 
bers  would  like  a  reasonably  good  under¬ 
standing  of  the  reductions  which  have 
been  made,  reductions  in  new  budget 
authority  totaling  $4.8  billion. 

There  will  be  some  who  will  say,  “Why 
has  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
recommended  at  large  reduction  in  de¬ 
fense  appropriations  and  defense  spend¬ 
ing  at  a  time  when  we  are  involved  in  a 
war  of  considerable  magnitude?”  I 
think  no  Member  would  want  us  to  re¬ 
duce  any  of  our  military  strength  that 
might  be  required  in  connection  with  the 
war  in  Vietnam  at  this  time. 

I  call  your  attention  to  page  3  of  the 
report,  which  I  shall  later  secure  per¬ 
mission  to  have  printed  in  the  Record, 
which  contains  the  very  brief  explana-/ 
tion  of  the  increases  and  decrease/; 
budgetwise.  / 

SCOPE  OF  THE  BILL  / 

Estimates  of  new  budget  (obliga/ional) 
authority  for  the  military  functions! covered 
by  this  bill  total  $77,074,000,000.  Appropria¬ 
tions  recommended  in  the  bill  to/al  $72,239,- 
700,000,  a  decrease  of  $4,834,300,000  below 
the  estimates,  and  a  decrease/of  $1,912,612,- 
000  below  appropriations  for/fiscal  year  1968. 

The  reductions  are  largey&nd  tend  to  mask 
certain  small  but  sign/ficant  increases — 
above  the  budget — wlfith  are  included  in 
the  bill.  A  summary  ri  the  reductions  and 
increases  follows,  ami  discussions  both  as 
to  policy  and  as  tor  detail  will  be  found  in 
subsequent  portions  of  this  report. 


Reductions :  Jt  Millions 

Applicatioruzof  funds,  appropri¬ 
ated  1  WPrevious  years,  to  fi- 

nance/21969  programs _  $755.  4 

Majortffograms  failing  of  author¬ 
ization  (in  S.  3293  approved  by 

W  House  July  11,  1968) _ 1,041.2 

Rpqoupment  of  balances  relating 
j^to  programs  failing  authoriza- 
/  tion  - 163.7 


Reductions: — Continued  Millions 

Major  program  reductions: 

Equipment  for  additional  Army 

division  (not  activated) _  $55.0 

Ocean  minesweepers _  95.  8 

Reduce  proposed  production 
rate,  FB-111  and  P-11  ID  air¬ 
craft  and  recover  associated 

program  balances -  677.  0 

Other  program  and  financing  ad¬ 
justments: 

Military  personnel  appropria¬ 
tions  _  329. 0 

Operation  and  maintenance  ap¬ 
propriations  _  949. 0 

All  other _  871.  4 


Total,  reductions  below  budg¬ 
et  requests _  4,  937.  5 

Increases : 

Initiation  of  advanced  nuclear 

submarines  (2  types) _  33.  9 

Initiation  of  Navy  VFX  aircraft 

program  _  30.  0 

Additional  support  for  nuclear 

aircraft  carriers _  39.  3 


Total,  increases  above  budget 
requests _  103.  2 


Net  decrease  below  budget  re¬ 
quests  _  4,  834.  3 


The  Committee  on  Appropriations  felt 
that  Wice  we  held  the  hearings  oy the 
Defens^ appropriation  bill  early  in  the 
year,  a nk  since  the  report  on  the/oill  was 
made  onxVuly  18,  it  would  hy  good  to 
have  beformis  the  Secretary/of  Defense 
and  the  Chananan  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  for  a  finW  discussion  of  the  con¬ 
tent  of  this  aphfopriatUHi  bill  prior  to 
presenting  it  to  y^u.  We  wanted  to  have 
the  latest  word  ornoUr  military  posture 
from  Secretary  Clifraird  and  from  Gen¬ 
eral  Wheeler.  So  matSneeting  was  held 
yesterday,  and  i/am  frae  to  say  to  you 
that  the  spokesmen  of  the  Department 
of  Defense,  who  are  likewisa  the  spokes¬ 
men  of  the/President,  assumed  us  that 
under  all  the  circumstances,  a^d  in  view 
of  the  Ryvenue  and  Expenditur&Jlontrol 
Act,  tlw  feel  that  the  bill  is  reasonably 
adequate  and  no  major  changes\Avere 
recommended.  \ 

There  are  those  who  have  been  asking, 
yHow  do  you  secure  a  reduction  in  tlm 
/defense  program  at  a  time  when  the 
Soviet  Union  has  marched  in  great 
strength  into  Czechoslovakia  and  occu¬ 
pied  the  country?” 

Everyone,  in  my  judgment,  who  has 
any  comprehension  of  the  dangers  which 
confront  our  world  regards  the  action 
of  the  Soviet  Union  in  marching  into 
Czechoslovakia  as  a  very  important  and 
very  provocative  and  very  dangerous  act. 
So  the  question  arises:  Should  we  in¬ 
crease  this  bill  by  reason  of  the  Czech¬ 
oslovakian  situation,  should  we,  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  this  Czechoslovakian  situation, 
restore  the  cuts  recommended,  or  what 
should  we  do? 

I  believe  many  would  agree  with  my 
position  that  if  this  bill  had  been  twice 
its  present  size  it  would  probably  have 
had  no  influence  on  the  Soviet  Union 
in  the  action  which  it  has  taken  with 
respect  to  Czechoslovakia.  We  have  in 
excess  of  300,000  American  servicemen 
in  the  NATO  countries  in  western 
Europe.  If  we  had  had  twice  that  num¬ 
ber,  I  doubt  that  this  would  have  had  a 
significant  influence  on  the  action  of  the 


Soviet  Union  in  marching  into  Czech-, 
oslovakia.  / 

It  seemed  to  be  the  attitude  of  Vne 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Chairman 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  that  while  the  Action 
of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  Satellite 
countries  in  marching  into  Chechoslo¬ 
vakia  is  a  matter  of  grave  Concern,  it 
does  not  necessarily  mean  that  we  should 
make  any  immediate  change  in  our  mili¬ 
tary  posture.  y 

I  should  like  to  poinyfut  this :  Most  of 
our  people  in  and  oujr  of  public  life  are 
sufficiently  informed/and  are  sufficiently 
sophisticated  to  know  that  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  comnmnism  in  general,  rep¬ 
resents  a  grave/and  continuing  threat  to 
free  men  and' free  governments  every¬ 
where.  The/ action  in  Czechoslovakia 
merely  emphasizes  what  prudent  citi¬ 
zens  hav^r  known  all  the  time — that  the 
Soviet  Union  does  pose  a  serious  threat 
to  freaqnen  and  free  nations. 

I^may  be  that  those  citizens  who  had 
thought  that  communism  had  changed 
he  objectives  and  had  become  willing  to 
(accommodate  itself  to  the  objectives  of 
the  free  world,  will  now  be  considerably 
disillusioned.  These  people,  who  have  to 
some  extent  been  living  in  a  world  of 
make-believe,  will  be  awakened,  prob¬ 
ably,  to  the  fact  that  the  objectives  of 
communism  have  not  changed.  The  tac¬ 
tics  and  procedures  may  change,  but  the 
overall  objectives  of  the  Communist  con¬ 
spiracy,  in  our  judgment,  have  not 
changed. 

So  while  we  have  made  very  consider¬ 
able  and  substantial  reductions  in  the 
President’s  budget,  we  still  have  brought 
in  the  largest  single  appropriation  bill 
for  defense,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  in 
the  history  of  the  Government. 

This  bill  does  not  represent  any  back¬ 
ing  down. 

This  bill  does  not  represent  a  posture 
of  appeasement. 

This  bill  represents  firmness,  this  bill 
represents  power,  this  bill  represents 
strength,  and  this  bill  represents  the 
view,  in  my  oppinion,  of  the  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  American  people:  that  com¬ 
munism  remains  a  serious  threat,  that 
swe  must  keep  up  our  guard,  and  that  we 
\Sdll  not  subscribe  to  policies  of  appease¬ 
ment  or  weakness. 

\  THE  ABM  PROGRAM 

The^e  has  been  considerable  discussion 
in  the  Gtongress  about  the  anti-ballistic- 
missile  program,  which  has  already  cost 
us  severaPbillions  of  dollars,  and  which 
will  cost  uNmany  billions  more  if  the 
program  com^s  to  fulfillment — which  I 
predict  it  willNmless  a  meaningful  and 
iron-clad  agreement  is  reached  between 
the  United  StatesNand  the  Soviet  Union, 
providing  for  realistic  and  enforceable 
limitations  of  armament.  I  believe  all  of 
us  would  like  to  see  as.  sharp  reduction 
made  in  defense  spending,  if  this  can  be 
safely  done — but  this  cannot  be  safely 
done  now.  \ 

I  was  proud  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  in  his  statements  yes¬ 
terday  before  the  American  Legrnn.  He 
stood  foursquare  for  a  program  o\ firm¬ 
ness.  He  is  unwilling  to  take  any  action 
or  to  make  any  statement  which  would 
tend  to  sell  short  the  men  who  wear  tne 
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rails  near  our  cities;  however,  does  not  preclude  the  designation  of  (/ther 
suitable  recreation  trails  as  national  recreation  trails  if  they  are ^somewhat 
more,  remotely  located,,  Authorizes  the  "immediate  establishment  of 
Appalachian  National  Scenic  Trail,  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Pacific  Crest  National  Scenic  Trail,  to  be  administered  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture."  Prohibits  condemnation  insofar  .as  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  lands  for  the  Pacific  Crest  Trail  is  concerned.  Authorizes  the 
appropriate\Secretaries  to  promulgate  reasonable  regulations  to  govern  the  use 
of  motorized  Vehicles  on  or  across  the  trails  under  specified  conditions. 
Authorizes  a  total  of  $5,500,000  for  land  acquisition  fop  the  two  trails.  It 
is  the  general  understanding  of  the  conferees  "that  the,  Secretaries  should 
prepare  comprehensive  master  plans  of  the  proposed  development  program  for  the 
scenic  trails  under\ their  jurisdiction  and  present  such  plans  to  the  two 
committees  prior  to  ^ieir  request  for  appropriation^ ."  pp.  H8583-6 


12.  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK.  Agreed  to,  329-1,  the  conference  report  on  S.  2515, 
to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park.  pp.  H8586-95 


13.  SCENIC  RIVERS.  Passed  with  amendment  (to  substitute  the  language  of  H.  R.  18260) 

S.  119,  to  provide  for  a  national  scenic  rivers  system.  H.  R.  18260,  a 
similar  bill,  was  passed  earlieX,,  265-7, /with  amendments  and  was  tabled, 
pp.  H8595-618 

14.  AGING.  Concurred  in  Senate  amendment  to  H.  J.  Res.  1371,  that  it  be  the  sense 

of  Congress  that  a  White  House  Conference  on  Aging  be  called  by  the  President 
in  1971.  This  measure  will  now  be  senKto  the  President,  pp.  H8549-51 
A  subcommittee  of  the  Education  and  Labor  Committee  approved  for  full 
committee  action  H.  R.  17867, /to  strengthen  and  improve  the  Older  Americans 
Act  of  1965.  p.  D823 

15.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed,  32^-7,  without  amendment  H.  R.  18707,  the  Defense 

Department  appropriation/bill,  1969.  A  motion  by  Rep.  Kupferman  to  recommit 
the  bill  was  rejected. /  PP*  H8551-82,  H8623 

16.  REORGANIZATION.  Rep^,  Anderson,  Morton,  and  Schwenge\^  spoke  in  support  of 
congressional  reorganization,  pp.  H8549,  H8625-31 


17.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Xep.  Sikes  stated  the  President's  committee  "to  advise  him 

on  foreign  trade"  needs  wider  representation  noting  that  fruits  and  vegetables, 
hardwood  plywood,  and  fishery  products  have  no  representation^,  pp.  H8631-2 

18.  HUNGER.  R^p,  Gonzalwz  stated  that  "CBS  News  has  yet  to  explain \ts  actions  or 
prove  i/fs  allegations"  regarding  the  "Hunger  in  America"  prograifck.  pp.  H8632-4 

19.  TAXATION;  EXPENDITURES.  Rep.  Dingell  objected  to  the  requirements  i\  the 
Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  that  the  overall  budget  be  reduced  by 
$6/ billion  and  that  agencies  reduce  their  employment  levels  to  those  prevailing 
/on  June  30,  1966,  He  inserted  letters  from  various  departments  and  agencies 

in  response  to  his  inquiry  regarding  the  subject  which  he  stated  "confirm\ny 
view  that  the  two  provisions. . .are  unwise,"  pp.  H8641-51 
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20.  PURCHASING.  Received  a  GAO  report  on  the  opportunity  to  reduce  costs  sub¬ 
stantially  in  acquiring  teletypewriters  for  use  in  the  advanced  record 
systems  communications  network.  p.  H8655 


21.  LIBRARIES\  Received  the  annual  report  of  the  Library  of  Congress  (H./Doc.  215) 
p.  H8655 


22.  RECREATION.  Received  from  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  R ‘.creation  a  report,  "New 
England  Heri tag^- -The  Connecticut  River  National  Recreation  Ar^a  Study." 
p.  H8655 


23.  FISHERIES.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported  with  amendment 


18808,  to  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Commercial  Fisheries  Research 


and  Development  Act  of\1964  (H.  Rept.  1893). 


24.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.hAlbert  announced  the  following  program  for  next 

week:  Mon.  is  Consent  Calendar  day,  and  the  following  bills  will  be  considered 
under  suspension:  Federal  construction  health  ano  safety;  intergovernmental 
cooperation;  fish  protein  concWitrate ;  Padre  Island  National  Seashore,  Guam 
rehabilitation;  Ohio  land  conveyance;  S.  C.  State  Commission  of  Forestry 
land  conveyance;  Commission  on  Ne^ro  History/and  Culture;  fisheries  research 
and  development;  water  resources  planning ;  /Great  Swamp  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
wilderness;  Eklutna  project,  Alaska ;\hortbr  Cascades  National  Park  and  Ross 
Lake  National  Recreation  Area;  and  filing  of  applications  for  certain  Alaska 
lands.  Wed.  and  the  balance  of  the  weens^  the  supergrade,  and  civil  service 
retirement  financing  bills.  pp.  H86E8-19' 


c 


25.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Sept.  16.  p./H8655 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


26.  SUGAR  FARMERS.  Speech  by  Rep /  Willis  explaining  thh  provisions  of  and 

appealing  for  support  of  hi/s  bill  H.  R.  19575,  to  qualify  surplus  sugar  under 
the  commodity  distribution  program  under  section  32  of^ Public  Law  320,  74th 
Congress.  p.  E7897 


c 


27.  LOANS.  Rep.  Davis  inserted  Secretary  Freeman's  speech  on  fhe  occasion  of 

the  first  FHA  loan  jzSeremony  in  Ga.,  under  the  Housing  Act  ofyl968.  pp.  E7899 


28.  OPINION  POLLS.  R/p.  Thompson,  N.  J.,  and  Rep.  Brademas  inserted!  the  results 

of  opinion  polj/s  which  include  items  of  interest  to  this  Department.  pp.  E7904-6, 
E7911-2 


29.  FARM  PROG 
subsidy 
cuts.  He 
to  extend 


Speech  by  Rep.  Findley  favoring  the  $20,000  limi tationNon  total 
yments  to  each  farmer  and  objecting  to  CCC  exemption  from  expenditure 
said  "I  urge  each  of  you  to  join  me  in  opposing  any  conferences,  report 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  beyond  its  current  expiration 
scheduled  for  the  end  of  1969,  which  does  not  include  a  $20,000  limi tationlpn 
incjavidual  payments."  p.  E7907 

/llep.  Conte  inserted  the  text  of  an  article  which  he  said  demonstrates 
widespread  public  support  for  a  more  equitable  and  effective  farm  subsidy 
/program.  pp.  E7926-7 
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of  the  Pacific  Crest  Trail.  Money  appropriated 
for  Federal  purposes  from  the  land  and  water 
conservation  fund  shall,  without  prejudice 
Xo  appropriations  from  other  sources,  be 
available  to  Federal  departments  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  lands  or  interests  in  lands  for 
thmourposes  of  this  Act. 

“(HO  The  Secretary  charged  with  the  ad- 
miniswiation  of  a  national  recreation  or 
scenic  trail  shall  provide  for  the  development 
and  maintenance  of  such  trails  within  fed¬ 
erally  administered  areas  and  shall  cooperate 
with  and  entourage  the  States  to  operate, 
develop,  and  maintain  portions  of  such  trails 
which  are  located  outside  the  boundaries  of 
federally  administered  areas.  When  deemed 
to  be  in  the  public  interest,  such  Secretary 
may  enter  written  Ncooperative  agreements 
with  the  States  or  political  subdivi¬ 

sions,  landowners,  pri\uvte  organizations,  or 
individuals  to  operate,  oevelop,  and  main¬ 
tain  any  portion  of  a  national  scenic  trail 
either  within  or  outside  a  federally  admin¬ 
istered  area.  \ 

“Whenever  the  Secretary  ofSdhe  Interior 
makes  any  conveyance  of  land  rudder  any  of 
the  public  land  laws,  he  may  reserve  a  right- 
of-way  for  trails  to  the  extent  he  deVis  nec¬ 
essary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

“(i)  The  appropriate  Secretary,  wit\the 
concurrence  of  the  heads  of  any  other  fed¬ 
eral  agencies  administering  lands  through 
which  a  national  recreation  or  scenic  trail 
passes,  and  after  consultation  with  the 
States,  local  governments,  and  organizations 
concerned,  may  issue  regulations,  which  may 
be  revised  from  time  to  time,  governing  the 
use,  protection,  management,  development, 
and  administration  of  trails  of  the  national 
trails  system.  In  order  to  maintain  good  con¬ 
duct  on  and  along  the  trails  located  within 
federally  administered  areas  and  to  provide 
for  the  proper  government  and  protection  of 
such  trails,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  prescribe 
and  publish  such  uniform  regulations  as  they 
deem  necessary  and  any  person  who  violates 
such  regulations  shall  be  guilty  of  a  mis¬ 
demeanor,  and  may  be  punished  by  a  fine  of 
not  more  than  $500,  or  by  imprisonment  not 
exceeding  six  months,  or  by  both  such  fine 
and  imprisonment. 

"state  and  metropolitan  area  trails 

“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
is  directed  to  encourage  States  to  consider, 
in  their  comprehensive  statewide  outdoor 
recreation  plans  and  proposals  for  financial 
assistance  for  State  and  local  projects  suby 
mitted  pursuant  to  the  Land  and  Water  Co rf 
servation  Fund  Act,  needs  and  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  establishing  park,  forest,  and  ocher 
recreation  trails  on  lands  owned  or  admin¬ 
istered  by  States,  and  recreation  tpails  on 
lands  in  or  near  urban  areas.  He  yf  further 
directed,  in  accordance  with  tha/authority 
contained  in  the  Act  of  May  38,  1963  (77 
Stat.  49),  to  encourage  States  political  sub¬ 
divisions,  and  private  interests,  including 
nonprofit  organizations,  tar  establish  such 
trails.  / 

“(b)  The  Secretary  ofyHousing  and  Urban 
Development  is  direcfiKi,  in  administering 
the  program  of  comprehensive  urban  plan¬ 
ning  and  assistance/bnder  section  701  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1954,  to  encourage  the  plan¬ 
ning  of  recreation  trails  in  connection  with 
the  recreation .And  transportation  planning 
for  metropolitan  and  other  urban  areas.  He 
is  further  .directed,  in  administering  the 
urban  open-space  program  under  title  VII 
of  the  Hoosing  Act  of  1961,  to  encourage  such 
recreation  trails. 

“  (c  V'  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  di¬ 
rect^,  in  accordance  with  authority  vested 
in/nim,  to  encourage  States  and  local  agen¬ 
cies  and  private  interests  to  establish  such 
/trails. 

“(d)  Such  trails  may  be  designated  and 
suitably  marked  as  parts  of  the  nationwide 
system  of  trails  by  the  States,  their  political 
subdivisions,  or  other  appropriate  admin¬ 


istering  agencies  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

"rights-of-way  and  other  properties 
“Sec.  9.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  the  case 
may  be,  may  grant  easements  and  rights-of- 
way  upon,  over,  under,  across,  or  along  any 
component  of  the  national  trails  system  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  applicable  to  the 
national  park  system  and  the  national  forest 
system,  respectively:  Provided,  That  any  con¬ 
ditions  contained  in  such  easements  and 
rights-of-way  shall  be  related  to  the  policy 
and  purposes  of  this  Act. 

“(b)  The  Department  of  Defense,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation,  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  the  Federal  Commu¬ 
nications  Commission,  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  and  other  Federal  agencies  hav¬ 
ing  jurisdiction  or  control  over  or  informa¬ 
tion  concerning  the  use,  abandonment,  or 
disposition  of  roadways,  utility  rights-of- 
way,  or  other  properties  which  may  be  suit¬ 
able  for  the  purpose  of  improving  or  ex¬ 
panding  the  national  trails  system  shall  co¬ 
operate  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
ancf  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  order  to 
assure,  to  the  extent  practicable,  that  an® 
such  properties  having  values  suitable  fete 
trail  purposes  may  be  made  available  /for 
such  use.  / 


“Sec.  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
'be  appropriated  for  the  acquisition!  of  lands 
oh  interests  in  lands  not  more  tjrfan  $5,000,- 
OOCk  for  the  Appalachian  National  Scenic 
Trahw  and  not  more  than  $500,000  for  the 
Pacing.  Crest  National  Scent/  Trail.” 

And  Nae  House  agree  to Jme  same. 

That  thae  Senate  reced/  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  tne  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
title  of  the  Ball.  / 

\  W/yne  N.  Aspinall, 

\  Hoy  A.  Taylor, 

NAarold  T.  Johnson, 
/jbhn  P.  Saylor, 

/  JAe  Skubitz, 

Manage r/  on  th\Part  of  the  House. 

/.  Henitx  M.  Jackson, 

/  Frank'®.  Moss, 

/  Gaylord\Nelson, 

/  Len  B.  Jordan, 

/  Clifford  BAHansen, 

/  Managers  on  the  Part  of\he  Senate. 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Bouse  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  H cruses  on 
the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  Rill,  S. 
827,  to  establish  a  nationwide  system,  of 
trails,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  this 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  tne 
language  recommended  and  adopted  in  the' 
accompanying  conference  report. 

The  committee  of  conference  adopted  the 
form  of  the  House  language.  The  differences 
between  the  language  of  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  language  agreed  to  in  confer¬ 
ence  are  explained  herein  along  with  other 
matters  involved  in  the  legislation  which 
warrant  comment  or  require  clarification. 

The  House  amendment  emphasized  the 
establishment  and  development  of  recrea¬ 
tion  trails  in  or  near  urban  areas  where  the 
demand  for  recreation  opportunities  is  the 
greatest.  The  Senate  version  of  the  bill  pro¬ 
vided  for  park,  forest  and  other  recreation 
trails  which  would  help  meet  these  same 
recreation  needs.  In  adopting  the  basic  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  House,  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  reaffirms  the  importance  attributed  to 
the  development  of  these  trails  near  our 
cities;  however,  it  does  not  preclude  the 
designation  of  other  suitable  recreation  trails 
as  national  recreation  trails  if  they  are  some¬ 
what  more  remotely  located. 

Another  important  objective  of  the  two 
bills  was  to  encourage  the  establishment  and 
development  of  national  scenic  trails.  Al¬ 
though  the  House  amendment  provided  for 


the  immediate  authorization  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Trail  as  the  initial  national  /scenic 
trail,  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill  c/lled  for 
the  Pacific  Crest  Trail,  the  Potomao' Heritage 
Trail,  and  the  northern  sector  of/the  Conti¬ 
nental  Divide  Trail  to  be  designated  as  na¬ 
tional  scenic  trails,  as  well.  Tne  conference 
committee  adopted  language/authorizing  the 
immediate  establishment  of/the  Appalachian 
National  Scenic  Trail,  to  Be  administered  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Pacific 
Crest  National  Scenic  /Trail,  to  be  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Other  trails  are  t6  be  studied  for  possible 
future  authorization  by  Congress  as  na-- 
tional  scenic  t/ails.  The  conference  com¬ 
mittee  adopted/the  House  amendment  which 
requires  prior  authorization  for  the  com¬ 
prehensive  /studies  to  be  undertaken  and 
authorized^  the  study  of  the  fourteen  trails 
listed  in' the  recommended  bill.  Under  the 
Senate/Version  of  the  bill,  the  nature  of  the 
studi/s  to  be  undertaken  was  not  outlined 
in  detail  and  the  studies  were  not  required 
to/ue  submitted  to  the  Congress,  as  was  the 
ofise  in  the  House  amendment  which  the 
/conference  committee  adopted. 

The  House  amendment  provided  that  land 
acquisition  for  the  purposes  of  national 
scenic  trails  should  be  limited  to  no  more 
than  25  acres  in  any  one  mile  and,  where 
the  use  of  condemnation  would  be  required, 
it  provided  that  only  such  title  as  would  be 
reasonably  necessary  to  provide  passage 
across  the  disputed  lands  would  be  author¬ 
ized.  The  intent  of  that  language  was  to 
limit  the  use  of  condemnation  to  those  cases 
where  no  reasonable  or  suitable  alternate  lo¬ 
cation  of  the  trail,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  would  be  adequate  to  maintain 
the  continuity  of  the  trail.  Comparable  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill 
provided  that  50  acres  of  land  per  mile  could 
be  acquired;  however,  fee  acquisition,  with¬ 
out  the  owner’s  consent,  was  limited  to  no 
more  than  25  acres  per  mile.  In  addition,  the 
Senate  language  would  have  prohibited  the 
use  of  condemnation  where  60  percent  of  the 
lands  within  a  trail  area  is  publicly  owned. 
In  resolving  these  differences,  the  conference 
committee  adopted  the  House  language  with 
an  amendment  prohibiting,  absolutely,  the 
use  of  condemnation  insofar  as  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  lands  for  the  Pacific  Crest  Trail  is 
concerned,  because  approximately  four-fifths 
of  the  land  in  that  area  is  already  publicly 
owned. 

Both  the  House  and  Senate  versions  of  the 
bill  prohibited  the  use  of  motorized  vehicles 
by  the  .general  public  on  national  scenic 
trails;  however,  they  both  attempted  to  deal 
with  the  problems  arising  from  other  needs 
along  the  trails.  Rather  than  limiting  such 
use  of  the  scenic  trails  to  “reasonable  cross¬ 
ings,”  as  provided  by  the  Senate  language, 
the  conference  committee  adopted  the  House 
amendment  which  authorizes  the  appropri¬ 
ate '.Secretaries  to  promulgate  reasonable 
regulations  to  govern  the  use  of  motorized 
vehicle^,  on  or  across  the  national  scenic 
trails  under  specified  conditions.  Horseback 
riding  is  not  prohibited  on  the  scenic  trails, 
as  a  general  rule;  and  the  language  stating 
that  the  Appalachian  Trail  is  to  be  adminis¬ 
tered  “primarily  as  a  footpath”  is  not  to  be 
construed  as  prohibiting  horseback  riding  on 
the  segments  of  that  trail  where  it  is  pres¬ 
ently  an  accepted  and  customary  recreation 
use.  Unlike  the  scenic  trails,  the  recreation 
trails  may  be  established  and  developed  for 
particular  recreation  i^es.  Under  the  lan¬ 
guage  recommended  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  appropriate  areas  might  be  developed 
as  bicycle  trails,  jogging  traUs,  “tote  goat” 
trails,  bridle  paths,  or  strolling'caths  or  some 
reasonable  combination  of  such  uses.  The 
aim  of  recreation  trails  is  to  satisfy  a  variety 
of  recreation  interests  primarily  atxocations 
readily  accessible  to  the  populationVenters 
of  the  Nation.  \ 
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\The  House  amendment  included  a  provi¬ 
sion  authorizing  the  Secretaries  to  grant 
easements  and  rights-of-way  upon,  over, 
under\across,  or  along  any  component  of  the 
national  trails  system  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  applicable  to  national  park  and  forest 
lands.  Suciv  easements  or  rights-of-way  were 
required  toNe  related  to  the  policy  and  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  legislation  and  not  based  upon 
existing  regulations  relating  to  power  trans¬ 
mission  line  riglfcte-of-way.  The  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill  wa^silent  on  this  matter,  but 
the  conference  cfcunmittee  adopted  an 
amended  version  orithe  House  language 
which  requires  that  Mry  conditions  placed 
upon  applicants  for  an  easement  or  right-of- 
way  with  respect  to  a  component  of  the  na¬ 
tional  trails  system  must  be  related  to  the 
purposes  of  this  act.  \ 

The  Senate  version  of  the  bill  authorized 
an  appropriation  of  $10,000,000  sor  land  ac¬ 
quisition  for  the  first  5  years  fok  the  four 
national  scenic  trails  which  it  woidd  have 
established.  ^Comparatively,  the  \House 
amendment  authorized  $5,000,000  forV  land 
acquisition  for  the  Appalachian  TraifV  In 
light  of  the  amendments  adopted  by  rhe 
conference  committee,  the  recommended 
provision  authorizes  a  total  of  $5,500,000  for 
land  acquisition  for  the  Appalachian  and 
Pacific  Crest  Trails. 

Development  plans  have  not  been  deter¬ 
mined  in  full.  While  both  the  House  and 
Senate  Committees  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  recognize  that  the  Appropriations 
Committees  exercise  careful  surveillance  over 
these  matters,  it  was  the  general  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  conferees  that  the  Secretaries 
should  prepare  comprehensive  master  plans 
of  the  proposed  development  program  for  the 
scenic  trails  under  their  jurisdiction  and 
present  such  plans  to  the  two  committees 
prior  to  their  request  for  appropriations.  It 
was  with  this  understanding  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  deleted  the  language  of  the  House 
amendment  limiting  the  appropriations  au¬ 
thorized  for  development  purposes. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Roy  A.  Taylor, 

Harold  T.  Johnson, 

John  P.  Saylor, 

Joe  Sktjbitz, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
2515)  to  authorize  the  establishment  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park  in  the  State 
of  California,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem¬ 
ber  11, 1968.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  further  reading  of  the  statement  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  assume  that  the 
gentleman  will  take  at  least  a  few  min¬ 
utes  to  explain  the  report. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  to  me,  I  intend  to  allow  myself 


9  minutes  and  then  I  shall  yield  to  other 
individuals. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  that 
statement,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Colorado  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

(Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members  de¬ 
siring  to  do  so  may  insert  their  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Record  during  the  debate 
and  include  extraneous  matter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
House  is  now  about  to  take  its  last  step 
toward  the  creation  of  a  meaningful 
Redwood  National  Park.  The  conference 
report,  I  am  happy  to  say,  has  the  unan¬ 
imous  support  of  all  Members  of  both 
bodies  who  were  on  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  even  though  some  of  us  may  have 
wanted  a  little  bit  more  or  a  little  bit  less 
than  is  recommended  in  the  report.  I 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank 
my  colleagues  from  the  House  for  their 
patience  and  help  at  the  conference.  I 
have  been  through  quite  a  number  of 
conferences,  but  I  have  rarely  seen  one 
in  which  all  Members  kept  their  equa¬ 
nimity  as  well  as  they  did  in  this  case. 

The  overall  size  of  the  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  that  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  recommends  is  55,569  acres,  exclus¬ 
ive  of  submerged  lands,  with  a  small  al¬ 
lowance  for  an  upward  adjustment  due 
to  errors  in  calculation,  allowable  bound¬ 
ary  changes,  and  the  like. 

The  55,569  acres  are  composed  of  two 
classes  of  land.  The  first  is  State  park 
land,  if,  but  only  if,  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  chooses  to  donate  it  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  second  is  private  land, 
most  of  which  will  be  acquired  by  the 
Congress  exericse  of  its  powers  of  emi¬ 
nent  domain  and  the  remainder  of  which 
will  be  acquired  in  normal  fashion. 

The  bulk  of  the  State  land — about 
27,500  acres — is  in  three  State  parks — 
Jedediah  Smith,  Del  Norte,  and  Prairie 
Creek.  Two  of  these  parks,  Del  Norte  and 
Prairie  Creek,  were  in  the  bill  as  it  passed 
the  House;  the  third,  Jedediah  Smith, 
was  not.  The  inclusion  of  this  last  park 
accounts  for  8,850  acres,  or  about  one- 
third  of  the  total  increase  in  the  acreage 
recommended  by  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  over  that  which  was  in  the  bill  as 
it  first  passed  the  House. 

The  remainder  of  the  difference,  about 
19,000  acres,  is  made  up  of  land  that  is 
now  in  private  ownership.  We  on  the 
conference  committee  were  looking  for 
two  things  in  this  connection.  We  wanted 
the  park  to  include  as  much  old -growth 
timber  as  possible.  In  other  words,  we 
were  concerned  more  with  the  quality  of 
what  the  park  will  contain  than  with 
its  acreage.  And  we  wanted  it  to  include 
land  along  the  coastline  as  far  as  we 
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could  do  so  within  reason.  I  believe  we 
have  achieved  both  objectives. 

The  measure  as  it  is  reported  from 
the  conference  committee  calls  for  the 
inclusion  of  nearly  10,900  acres  of  old- 
growth  timber  which  is  now  privately 
owned.  These  are  the  trees  that  catch 
the  imagination.  Their  height,  their 
girth,  their  density  are  what  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  expect  to  see  when  they  visit 
the  redwood  country.  Fortunately,  the 
State  lands  already  preserve  very  sub¬ 
stantial  groves  of  these  old  trees.  Our 
additional  10,900  acres  will  be  a  further 
significant  contribution  toward  preserv¬ 
ing  them. 

Four  areas  are  particularly  important 
in  this  regard.  One  is  an  area  south  of 
Jedediah  Smith  State  Park  along  Mill 
Creek.  Another  is  the  Lost  Man-  Creek 
drainage.  A  third  is  the  Little  Lost  Man 
Creek  drainage.  And  the  fourth  is  along 
and,  in  its  lower  portion,  to  the  east  and 
west  of  Redwood  Creek.  There  were  those 
who  argued  vigorously  for  the  inclusion 
also  of  the  Skunk  Cabbage  drainage 
area — another  old-growth  area — but  by 
that  time  the  dollar  sign  loomed  too  large 
for  it  to  be  included. 

It  is  not  only  redwoods  that  will  make 
this  park  attractive  to  the  American 
people.  It  is  the  coastline,  too.  Here,  I 
believe,  the  conference  committee 
achieved  a  notable  objective.  The  park 
will  include  about  33  continuous  miles  of 
coast  along  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  will, 
in  addition,  include  the  submerged 
lands  one-quarter  mile  out  to  sea.  Our 
colleague  from  California  in  whose  dis¬ 
trict  this  park  lies  has  been  vigorously 
supporting  a  Redwoods-to-the-Sea  con¬ 
cept  all  along.  We  have  not  included  all 
the  coast  that  he  recommended,  but  we 
have  included  a  sizable  portion  of  it.  I 
want,  at  this  time,  to  thank  him  for  the 
contributions  to  our  thinking  that  he  has 
made  and  for  his  strong  presentations  to 
all  of  us  on  behalf  of  the  interests  of 
his  district. 

I  mentioned  a  few  minutes  ago  the 
exercise  of  the  Congress  powers  of  emi¬ 
nent  domain  and  I  chose  my  words  pre¬ 
cisely.  We  have  an  unusual  situation 
here  and  we  have  devised  an  unusual, 
though  not  unprecedented,  remedy.  In¬ 
stead  of  leaving  it  up  to  the  executive 
agencies  to  decide  when  and  whether 
to  go  into  court  with  declarations  of  tak¬ 
ing,  the  Congress  will  itself,  once  this 
bill  is  passed  and  signed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  have  determined  that  the  bulk  of 
the  land  within  the  park  is  here  and 
now  in  Government  ownership,  leaving 
the  negotiations  and  judicial  determina¬ 
tions  of  value  until  later.  We  did  this  for 
three  principal  reasons — first,  to  make 
certain  that  price  escalation  will  not 
make  it  harder  and  harder  to  acquire  the 
land,  as  has  been  the  case  in  many  other 
instances;  second,  to  assure  that  all  dan¬ 
ger  of  cutting  is  eliminated;  third,  so 
that  the  major  timber  companies  in¬ 
volved  know  immediately  and  as  precise¬ 
ly  as  possible  where  they  stand. 

In  connection  with  this  exercise  by  the 
Congress  of  its  eminent  domain  author¬ 
ity,  I  want  to  make  one  point  abundantly 
clear.  The  bill  provides  that  interest  at 
the  rate  of  6  percent  a  year  will  be  paid 
the  present  property  owners  on  the  value 
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of  their  property.  This  is  only  fair.  This 
interest  will  begin  to  run,  and  it  is  our 
intent  that  it  shall  begin  to  run,  on  the 
date  on  which  title  to  the  property  comes 
into  the  hands  of  the  Government — 
that  is,  on  the  date  the  President  signs 
the  bill.  That  is  the  date  on  which  the 
Government  has  full  right  to  possession 
of  the  property,  the  date  on  which  the 
property  belongs  to  it.  It  therefore  has 
to  pay  interest  from  that  time  on  until 
its  obligation  to  make  fair  market  value 
is  liquidated.  Hence  the  importance  of 
paying  for  the  property  just  as  soon 
as  possible. 

The  conference  committee’s  estimate 
of  the  cost  of  acquiring  the  land  by  em¬ 
inent  domain  or  by  purchase  is  $92  mil¬ 
lion,  including  allowances  for  contin¬ 
gencies,  administrative  expenses,  and 
all  other  related  costs  that  must  be  borne 
by  the  National  Park  Service.  I  emphasize 
this  so  that  there  will  be  no  misunder¬ 
standing  or  thought  that  the  whole  $92 
million  will  be  available  for  the  timber 
companies  and  other  landowners.  The 
conference  amendment  includes  pro¬ 
visions  for  exchange  as  well  as  for  cash 
settlement.  One  of  the  great  differences 
between  the  House  and  Senate  versions 
of  the  bill  was  the  inclusion  in  the  latter 
of  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit 
for  exchange  purposes  and  its  omission 
from  the  former.  The  conference  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  that,  except  for  the 
Yurok  Experimental  Forest,  the  land 
within  the  purchase  unit  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for 
use  for  exchanges.  How  much  of  the  land 
will  actually  be  required  for  this  purpose 
I  do  not  know,  but  we  are  hopeful  that 
use  of  it  will  reduce  the  cash  outlay  of 
the  Treasury  by  a  very  considerable 
amount. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  the  principal 
points  that  I  want  to  cover  in  this  oral 
statement.  Many  other  points  are  re¬ 
viewed  in  the  statement  of  the  managers 
which  is  available  to  all  Members.  I  in¬ 
vite  your  scrutiny  of  that  document  and 
urge  a  favorable  vote  on  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time,  due  to  the 
absence  of  my  colleague  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  the  ranking  Republican  member 
of  the  committee  [Mr.  Saylor]  and  his 
interest  in  this  legislation,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  his  statement  be  made 
part  of  the  Record  at  this  place. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Wright)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  on  S. 
2515,  a  bill  to  establish  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  in  the  State  of  California. 

The  naturalists  at  one  time  estimated 
there  were  more  than  3,000  square  miles 
of  coastal  redwoods  in  northern  Cali¬ 
fornia.  Today  about  300,000  acres,  or  less 
than  500  square  miles  of  virgin  redwood 
forests  remain.  Among  these  remaining 
300,000  acres  is  the  world’s  tallest  tree,  a 
367-foot  redwood  growing  in  a  remote 
bend  of  Redwood  Creek  in  northern  Cali¬ 
fornia.  The  indefinite  future  of  this  tree 
in  private  ownership  epitomizes  the  con¬ 
troversy  surrounding  the  establishment 
of  a  Redwood  National  Park. 


This  controversy  is  another  chapter  in 
the  era  of  new  conservationists,  a  chap¬ 
ter  in  the  new  “environmental  revolu¬ 
tion”  which  has  aroused  the  American 
public  to  the  sudden  awareness  of  the 
rapid  dwindling  of  its  natural  resources 
and  the  vanishing  treasures  of  our  Amer¬ 
ican  heritage. 

This  spirit  of  the  new  conservationists 
has  enlivened  the  redwoods  contro¬ 
versy  and  is  most  aptly  expressed  by 
Duncan  McDuffie,  a  former  president  of 
the  Save-the-Redwoods  League  when  he 
said: 

To  enter  a  grove  of  redwoods  is  to  step 
within  the  portals  of  a  cathedral  dim,  lofty, 
pillared,  peaceful. 

But  this  temple  which  the  Great  Architect 
has  been  building  for  a  score  of  centuries  is 
incomparably  nobler,  more  beautiful  and 
more  serene  than  any  erected  by  the  hands 
of  men.  Its  nave  is  loftier  than  that  of 
Amiens  and  longer  than  that  of  St.  Peter’s. 
Its  wine-red  shafts,  rising  clean  and  straight 
over  two  hundred  feet,  are  more  numerous 
than  the  pillars  of  Cordova;  its  floor  is  car¬ 
peted  with  a  green  and  brown  mosaic  more 
intricate  than  that  of  St.  Mark’s;  its  aisles 
are  lit  with  a  translucence  more  beautiful 
than  that  which  filters  through  the  stained 
glass  of  Chartres;  its  spires  pierce  higher 
than  those  of  Cologne;  its  years  are  greater 
than  those  of  the  first  lowly  building  de¬ 
voted  to  Chrisitan  service. 

To  destroy  this  noblest  of  places  of  wor¬ 
ship  would  be  more  irreparable  than  was 
the  destruction  of  the  cathedral  of  Rheims. 

It  is  this  spirit,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
brings  before  us  today  the  conference 
report  on  S.  2515,  for  the  establishment 
of  a  Redwood  National  Park.  I  share 
this  spirit  and  am  happy  to  have  been  a 
part  of  this  controversy  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Redwood  National  Park. 

S.  2515,  as  originally  reported  in  the 
other  body,  authorized  a  two  unit  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  consisting  of  66,384 
acres,  containing  33,330  acres  of  virgin 
redwoods,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $99,- 
810,000  for  acquisition  and  development. 

S.  2515,  as  amended  and  passed  by  the 
House  on  July  15,  1968,  provided  for  a 
park  consisting  of  28,358  acres  contain¬ 
ing  18,460  acres  of  virgin  redwoods,  at 
a  cost  of  approximately  $67  million  for 
acquisition  and  development. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  House  passed 
this  legislation  under  suspension  of  the 
rules,  I  stated  that  I  agreed  with  that 
procedure  in  a  desire  to  move  the  bill, 
and  further  that  it  was  my  expectation 
that  this  conference  committee  would  re¬ 
port  a  more  generous  proposal  before  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  90th  Congress. 

The  conference  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended  the  establishment  of  a  Redwood 
National  Park  consisting  of  not  more 
than  58,000  acres,  containing  10,876 
acres  of  virgin  redwoods  in  private  own¬ 
ership  and  21,600  acres  of  virgin  growth 
in  State  parks.  The  estimated  cost  for 
acquisition  is  $92  million. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  recommendation  of 
the  conference  committee  provides  the 
beginning  of  a  meaningful  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park.  I  regret  that  fiscal  limita¬ 
tions  prohibited  the  agreement  of  re¬ 
porting  a  larger  park.  This  limitation 
prevented  the  inclusion  of  an  area  east 
of  Redwood  Creek  from  Bald  Hills  Road 
down  to  the  center  of  a  section  of  the 
Redwood  Creek  corridor  containing  ap¬ 


proximately  4,200  acres  of  superlative 
virgin  redwoods.  The  inclusion  of  these 
virgin  redwoods  would  provide  present 
and  future  generations  of  Americans 
with  a  truly  magnificent  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  for  their  benefit  and  enjoy¬ 
ment. 

The  Redwood  National  Park  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  conference  committee  in¬ 
cludes  within  its  boundaries  the  Jede- 
diah  Smith,  Del  Norte,  and  Prairie  Creek 
Redwoods  State  Parks.  Beginning  in  the 
north,  the  conference  committee  has 
provided  for  the  Federal  acquisition  of 
-lands  to  the  south  and  southeast  of  Jede- 
diah  Smith  Redwoods  State  Park.  A  Fed¬ 
eral  corridor  will  link  Jed  Smith  with  the 
Del  Norte  Redwoods  State  Park.  Contin¬ 
uing  south  from  Del  Norte  State  Park, 
the  bill  provides  for  the  acquisition  of  a 
coastal  strip  one-quarter  mile  inland 
from  mean  high  tide  south  to  the  Kla¬ 
math  River  and  the  northern  boundary 
of  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park 
apd  continuing  south  to  the  northern 
boundary  of  Dry  Lagoon  State  Park.  The 
bill  also  provides  for  the  inclusion  of  an 
area  south  of  Prairie  Creek  State  Park 
extending  in  a  south-easterly  direction 
but  west  of  Prairie.  Creek,  which  con¬ 
nects  to  the  Lost  Man  and  Little  Lost 
Man  drainage  areas.  The  southern  por¬ 
tion  of  the  park  consists  of  the  Redwood 
Creek  corridor  which  includes  the  Tall 
Trees  Unit  and  the  Emerald  Mile  area. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  conference 
committee  authorizes  the  use  of  Federal 
lands  within  the  Northern  Redwood  Pur¬ 
chase  Unit  for  the  purposes  of  exchange 
with  the  private  timber  companies  for 
lands  acquired  for  park  purposes.  Use  of 
these  Federal  lands,  excluding  the  Yurok 
Redwood  Experimental  Forest  should 
ease  the  economic  impact  on  the  local 
economy  which  is  dependent  upon  the 
redwood  timber  industry.  But,  I  should 
like  to  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this 
provision  of  the  legislation  is  an  excep¬ 
tion  to  the  rule  generally  followed  and 
should  not  be  construed  as  a  precedent 
for  similar  legislative  action  in  the 
future. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  conference 
committee  also  provides  for  a  legislative 
taking  of  these  lands  excluding  the  State 
parks  which  will  vest  title  to  these  lands 
in  the  United  States  immediately  upon 
the  enactment  of  this  legislation  with 
provisions  for  the  payment  of  just  com¬ 
pensation.  This  provision  of  the. legisla¬ 
tion  will  prohibit  the  further  logging  of 
redwoods  within  the  boundaries  of  the, 
park  prior  to  actual  possession  and  pay¬ 
ment  of  just  compensation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  represents 
a  most  notable  conservation  achievement 
of  this  90th  Congress.  I  should  like  to 
thank  all  who  have  contributed  to  this 
achievement  and  especially  the  many 
conservation-minded  individuals  and  or¬ 
ganizations  whose  efforts  have  made  pos¬ 
sible  this  beginning  of  a  meaningful  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  conclude  by  in¬ 
cluding  in  my  remarks  the  poem  of  Mr. 
Emerson  Knight,  a  landscape  architect 
who  took  part  in  the  planning  for  red-  ( 
wood  parks: 
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Sanctuary  op  the  Redwoods 
I  think  that  each  old  redwood  tree 
Knows  kinship  with  his  forest  clan; 

That  shrup  and  fern  with  moss  foresee 
Their  brotherhood  in  Nature’s  plan. 

Thus  each  depends  upon  the  whole. 

The  whole  has  beauty  in  each  part; 

The  bark  is  wedded  to  the  bole, 

Soft  light  pervades  an  old  grove’s  heart. 

For  ever  through  this  grand  design 
Moves  Time  recording  ancient  birth, 

Then  youth,  prime,  age,  at  last  resign 
To  Death,  slow  mingling  deep  with  earth. 

New  bursting  from  this  mould  springs  life 
To  bud  and  bloom,  to  fade  and  go. 

While  endless  force,  compelling  strife 
Breed  calm  in  vast,  eternal  flow! 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  that 
time  after  time  all  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  approach  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  to  ask  that  he  give  con¬ 
sideration  to  park  changes  in  which  they 
are  interested.  I  know  these  people  will 
support  this  bill  today.  But  if  my  cal¬ 
culations  are  correct,  if  we  use  the  money 
which  now  is  in  prospect  in  the  land  and 
water  conservation  fund  to  buy  up  those 
properties  which  are  already  authorized, 
this  acquisition  of  the  redwoods  park 
will  take  approximately  50  percent  of 
everything  that  is  left  for  a  period  of 
5  years.  Is  that  figure  correct? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  That  is  correct,  pro¬ 
viding  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  House,  and  the  House,  of  course, 
working  with  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  fails  to  use  the  advance  ap¬ 
propriation  authority  under  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  believe  that  is  a  matter 
which  the  Members  should  know  ahead 
of  time. 

There  is  one  further  thing;  In  setting 
up  park  preservations  of  this  sort  in  this 
State,  we  now  run  into  problems  which 
form  a  definite  conflict.  It  is  my  opinion 
that  this  House  will  be  asked,  perhaps 
next  year,  and  certainly  some  time  in  the 
future,  to  try  to  take  some  action  to  save 
an  industry  which  provides  perhaps  as 
many  as  1,000  jobs  in  this  area,  jobs 
which  will  no  longer  be  available  because 
we  have  put  these  redwoods  in  a  preser¬ 
vation. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  If  my  colleague  will 
permit  me,  they  will  not  be  available 
after  a  certain  term,  but  they  will  be 
available  for  a  certain  number  of  years, 
after  which  will  be  a  phasing  out  of  the 
Areata  Lumber  Co.  There  is  no  question 
about  that,  the  gentleman  is  correct,  and 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  is  prepared  and 
will  introduce  next  year  the  necessary 
legislation  as  far  as  perhaps  some  tax 
benefits  are  concerned  to  permit  a  little 
bit  more  equitable  treatment  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  situation. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Johnson],  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  my  chairman  for 
yielding. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  have  one 
matter  that  I  would  like  to  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion  on  concerning  the  immediate  taking 
of  the  land  with  the  signing  of  the  bill. 
This,  as  I  understand  it,  is  a  legislative 
taking  and  the  title  of  the  land  will 
change  from  private  ownership  into  Fed¬ 
eral  ownership  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect,  as  soon  as  the  President  signs  the 
bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  There  is 
one  company  that  is  going  to  be  vitally 
affected  with  the  acquisition  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  and  that  is  the  Areata  Redwood  Co., 
which  is  going  to  yield  most  of  the  acre¬ 
age  with  the  finest  redwood  trees  in  it; 
is  that  right? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect  in  his  statement. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  There 
will  be  a  sizable  amount  of  money  paid 
to  this  company  in  the  end  finally 
through  the  Court  of  Claims,  I  presume. 
I  am  concerned  now  with  trying  to  get 
from  you  an  understanding  that  there 
could  be  a  partial  payment  made  to  this 
company. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  May  I  say  that  he  is 
correct.  This  is  what  we  intend.  We  in¬ 
tend  that  the  amount  that  is  available 
will  be  paid  to  the  people  from  whom 
the  property  is  taken  as  quickly  as  pos¬ 
sible,  for  two  reasons — one,  to  protect 
them  in  their  operation  and  the  other 
to  save  interest. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  That  is 
fine.  I  do  believe  there  will  be  a  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  brought  before  the 
Congress  soon  to  take  care  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  acquisition  of  the 
property. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  recommendation  will  come  up 
from  the  administration  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  thank 
my  chairman. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

(Mr. -DON  H.  CLAUSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
50  years  ago  a  small  band  of  conserva¬ 
tionists  formed  an  organization  to  pre¬ 
serve  outstanding  samples  of  the  tall 
coast 'redwoods  of  California.  Since  that 
day  in  1918,  many  efforts  have  been  made 
in  the  Congress  to  create  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park.  All  have  failed. 

Meanwhile,  that  group  formed  so  many 
years  ago,  the  Save-the-Redwoods 
League,  persevered.  In  joint  effort  with 
the  State  of  California,  they  spearheaded 
the  purchase  of  many  thousands  of  acres 
of  coast  redwoods.  Using  donated  funds 
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and  State  matching  funds,  well  over 
100,000  acres  of  superlative  redwood  for¬ 
ests  were  purchased — a  major  factor  in 
California's  creation  of  the  finest  park 
system  in  the  Nation. 

Now,  today,  we  have  before  us  the  cul¬ 
mination  of  the  last,  major  effort  to  give 
national  recognition  to  this  breed  of  red 
giants,  by  placing  the  magnificent  and 
cathedral-like  redwoods  in  the  national 
park  system.  I  believe  that  this  should 
be  done,  and  I  will  cast  my  vote  to  place 
the  outstanding  examples  of  this  unique 
national  resource  into  the  National  Park 
System. 

And  I  predict  that  this  90th  Congress 
of  the  United  States  will  create  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park.  It  is  a  major  con¬ 
servation  milestone — one  of  the  many 
milestones  passed  by  the  concerned  90th 
Congress. 

In  recognizing  this,  I  also  want  to  rec¬ 
ognize  and  pay  tribute  to  the  Save-the- 
Redwoods  League  for  its  50  years  of  ef¬ 
fort.  Within  the  boundaries  of  this  na¬ 
tional  park  will  be  more  than  27,000  acres 
of  beautiful  redwood  forests  acquired  co¬ 
operatively  by  the  league  and  the  State. 
These  are  the  majestic  trees  you  see  on 
postcards  and  in  travelogue  movies. 
These  forests  will  also  be  seen  by  our 
grandchildren  and  all  generations  to 
come. 

I  will  vote  for  the  conference  report  for 
another  reason.  With  due  respect  to  the 
diligence  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  Committees  of  both  bodies,  as  well 
as  all  of  the  hard-working  staff  people 
involved,  my  constituents  have  suffered 
greatly. 

For  4  years,  the  economic  guillotine  has 
hung  precariously  over  the  heads  of  the 
people  of  the  north  coast  of  California. 
Will  the  redwood  park  destroy  one  or 
more  major  lumber  companies  and  wipe 
out  hundreds  of  thousands  of  jobs?  How 
should  the  companies  temper  their  opera¬ 
tions  during  consideration  of  a  park? 
How  will  the  park  affect  small  businesses 
and  the  economic  security  of  our  citi¬ 
zens? 

Over  a  period  of  time,  we  learned  the 
answers  to  some  of  these  questions.  About 
the  only  thing  that  was  up  was  welfare 
and  unemployment.  Business  was  down, 
sales  taxes  were  down,  and  the  mood  of 
the  people  was  down. 

It  has  been  my  effort  to  do  everything 
in  my  power  to  help  create  a  meaning¬ 
ful  Redwood  National  Park  as  soon  as 
possible — and  settle  the  issue  once  and 
for  all.  While  the  speed  of  the  legislative 
process  breeds  impatience,  I  rejoice  that 
the  job  is  done.  And  I  urge  all  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  join  me  in  considering  that 
the  job  is  well  done  and  forever.. 

My  own  effort  in  the  future  will  be  to 
work  for  the  prompt  appropriation  of 
funds  so  that  the  $92  million  worth  of 
private  forests  and  other  lands,  which  go 
to  the  Government  immediately  under 
this  bill,  are  paid  for  as  rapidly  as  pos¬ 
sible.  In  this  connection,  I  salute  the 
conference  committee  for  writing  in  its 
report  the  following  language: 

It  Is  strongly  recommended  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior,  as  far  as  he  can  do  so 
consistently  with  other  commitments  on  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  seek 
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an  immediate  appropriation  to  fulfill  the 
obligations  of  the  United  States. 

My  further  effort  will  be  to  urge  the 
Secretary  to  set  up  immediate  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  park  and  to  complete  as 
rapidly  as  possible  a  master  development 
plan.  This  is  necessary  to  speed  the  day 
of  full  operation  and  to  do  everything 
possible  to  diversify  and  enhance  the 
economy  as  we  welcome  many  new  visi¬ 
tors  to  redwood  country. 

I  do  not  fully  agree  with  all  of  this 
conference  bill;  there  are  portions  that 
I  would  have  deleted — there  are  addi¬ 
tions  that  I  personally  would  have  made, 
and  so  recommended.  However,  from  the 
beginning  we  have  anticipated  a  com¬ 
promise  Redwood  National  Park.  As  in 
any  compromise,  no  one  is  completely 
satisfied  with  the  result.  Everyone  had 
to  give  a  little. 

This  compromise  is  no  different.  In 
the  early  stages  of  this  effort,  we  had 
a  90,000-acre  park  proposal  concentrated 
in  one  county  and  calling  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  80,000  acres  of  private  lands.  We 
had  the  administration  proposal  in  an¬ 
other  county,  calling  for  a  park  of  42,000 
acres,  including  25,000  acres  of  private 
land. 

In  an  effort  to  steer  the  issue  toward 
a  reasonable  compromise,  I  introduced 
my  own  proposal  for  a  53,000-acre  park, 
reaching  into  both  counties  and  contain¬ 
ing  what  I  thought  to  be  the  best  of  both 
of  the  other  two  plans.  It  was  an  effort 
to  include  the  best  redwoods  which  al¬ 
ready  had  been  saved  by  the  Save-the- 
Redwoods  League  and  the  State  and  to 
minimize  damage  to  the  local  economy. 

I  am  proud  that  this  compormise  pro¬ 
posal  shaped  the  park  to  the  general  con¬ 
figuration  before  us  today. 

There  are  major  problems  that  will  be 
created  by  this  bill  and  I  believe  the 
Congress  should  be  made  aware  of  some 
of  them. 

Only  time  will  reveal  fully  the  impact 
of  this  legislation  on  the  economy  and 
the  daily  lives  of  our  people. 

And,  it  comes  to  an  area  that  is  just 
now  recovering  from  the  major  disas¬ 
trous  floods  of  1964. 

First.  The  conference  report  balloons 
private  land  acquisition  to  28,000  acres, 
including  11,000  acres  from  one  company 
in  Humboldt  County,  amounting  to  70 
percent  of  its  remaining  timber  supply. 
This  severe  blow  will  seriously  restrict 
the  company’s  sustained  yield  cutting 
cycle  and  forces  the  company  into  liqui¬ 
dation  within  10  years.  The  most  dis¬ 
turbing  associated  factor  will  be  the  loss 
of  some  600  jobs  during  that  time. 

It  was  this  same  company  which  was 
most  cooperative  with  the  conference 
committee,  offering  all  of  its  Redwood 
Creek  holdings  or  its  Skunk  Cabbage 
Creek  holdings  instead  of  the  lands  ac¬ 
tually  taken.  My  own  proposal  to  the 
conferees  would  have  kept  this  company 
in  business  on  a  permanent  cycle. 

Second.  Government  acquisition  of 
more  than  20,000  acres  of  private  land 
in  Humboldt  County  and  its  removal 
from  the  property  tax  rolls  will  result 
in  an  annual  tax  loss  of  $350,000  to 
$500,000,  beginning  almost  immediately. 
Each  of  my  colleagues  can  easily  imagine 
the  impact  of  such  a  tax  loss  on  his  own 


county  governments.  This  is  a  severe 
blow  to  the  county. 

Third.  The  taking  of  the  purchase  unit 
for  exchange  purposes  will  help  sustain 
some  of  the  affected  timber  operations 
and  partially  restore  some  of  the  tax 
base,  but  it  removes  the  tax  base  in  Hum¬ 
boldt  County  and  adds  it  to  Del  Norte 
County. 

However,  this  momentary  gain  for  Del 
Norte  County  is  offset  by  a  loss  of  the 
percentage  of  Forest  Service  in  lieu  of 
taxes  payments  from  timber  sales 
receipts. 

This  money  normally  goes  to  schools 
and  the  county  for  road  improvement 
purposes. 

And,  finally,  the  smaller  operators,  de¬ 
pendent  upon  public  lands  for  timber 
resources  will  be  deprived  of  this  resource 
for  sustaining  their  operations. 

Fourth.  Indian  lands,  granted  by  two 
Presidents  of  the  United  States,  could 
be  taken  under  provisions  of  this  report. 
My  own  proposal,  which  had  agreement 
from  conservationists  and  Government 
officials  alike,  was  to  leave  this  small 
property  in  the  hands  of  the  owners,  to 
maintain  their  fishing  camp  and  private 
burial  grounds  undisturbed.  It  was  for 
these  reasons  that  I  had  asked  that  their 
lands  be  left  out  of  the  park.  However, 
with  the  conference  committee  having 
apparently  overruled  our  request,  I  will 
urge  the  Secretary,  under  a  special  pro¬ 
vision  in  this  bill,  to  negotiate  with  the 
Indians  to  sell  or  lease  back  this  prop¬ 
erty  under  conditions  assuring  complete 
compatability  with  the  park. 

Fifth.  I  had  urged  the  deletion  of  prop¬ 
erties  on  North  Bank  Road,  north  of 
Hiouchi.  I  appreciate  the  committee  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  this  request. 

Sixth.  I  suggested  a  smaller  acquisition 
of  lands  on  Hiouchi  flat.  I  had  also  re¬ 
quested  that  the  property  and  beach 
lands  south  of  Crescent  City,  the  Mc¬ 
Namara  and  Pozzi  ranches,  as  well  as 
other  properties,  be  deleted  from  the 
park,  and  be  subject  to  Del  Norte  County 
zoning  ordinance  provisions. 

Seventh.  I  felt  the  Hillside  Redwood 
lands  directly  east  and  south  of  Orick 
should  have  been  acquired  in  place  of 
other  lands  suggested  for  inclusion. 

Eighth.  I  regret  that  the  “Director’s 
Grove,”  owned  by  Georgia-Pacific,  was 
not  retained  as  included  in  the  House 
version,  to  be  turned  over  to  the  State  of 
California  for  inclusion  in  their  park 
system. 

There  are  other  areas  that  I  felt  dif¬ 
ferently  about. 

However,  the  people  of  this  Nation 
must  realize  and  appreciate  the  extraor¬ 
dinary  efforts,  the  time  and  energies  ex¬ 
pended,  by  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Consideration  of  this  bill  has  set  rec¬ 
ords  for  man-hours  spent  in  hearings, 
visiting  the  area,  evaluating  and  re¬ 
evaluating  all  of  the  complex  factors 
involved. 

I  doubt  if  there  will  ever  be  as  difficult 
a  conservation  measure  that  will  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Congress  in  the  future. 

I  particularly  want  to  thank  and  com¬ 
mend  the  chairman  [Mr.  Aspinall],  cer¬ 
tainly  one  of  the  fairest  and  most  delib¬ 
erate  men  I  have  ever  been  privileged  to 


work  with.  He  gave  more  time  and  con¬ 
sideration  to  my  problems  than  I  had  a 
right  to  expect. 

Mr.  Saylor,  Mr.  Taylor,  Mr.  Johnson 
of  California,  and  all  the  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  members,  were  equally  consid¬ 
erate  and  will,  I  know,  be  relieved  to 
know  that  Clausen  will  not  be  “button¬ 
holing  them  about  redwoods”  any  longer. 

In  conclusion,  the  people  of  the  red¬ 
wood  country  have  moved  from  a  posi¬ 
tion  of  opposition,  to  reluctant  accept¬ 
ance  of  the  establishment  of  a  redwood 
national  park.  Some  people  are  very 
pleased,  particularly  those  that  are  not 
affected.  Many  people  are  unhappy  and 
very  uncertain  about  their  future. 

While  the  Nation  will  applaud  this 
action  today,  I,  too,  am  grateful  for  the 
fact  that  a  decision  has  finally  been 
reached.  We  can,  at  least,  now  go  for¬ 
ward  knowing  what  to  plan  for. 

I  feel  a  particular  sense  of  responsi¬ 
bility  to  my  constituents  to  “tell  it  as 
it  is.” 

The  people  of  this  Nation  have  ac¬ 
quired  a  great  national  asset — an  out¬ 
standing  National  Redwood  Park. 

The  people  of  Humboldt  County,  in 
particular,  have  suffered  a  very  substan¬ 
tial  and  immediate  loss  of  nearly  $3  mil¬ 
lion  annually  in  payrolls  and  $3  million 
in  annual  purchases — in  just  the  one 
company  affected  alone. 

The  area  is  working  diligently  to  di¬ 
versify  its  economy. 

While  I  believe  there  will  be  a  partial 
recovery  of  this  economic  loss  over  the 
long  haul,  the  immediate  transitional 
period  is  going  to  be  rough  indeed. 

It  is  not  my  purpose  to  downgrade  the 
action  today,  but  simply  to  bring  it  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
Congress  what  this  action  means  to  some 
very  concerned  and  uncertain  people. 

I  do  this  solely  to  lay  it  on  the  record, 
so  that  you  will  be  very  sympathetic  to 
any  future  requests  for  approval  of  ap¬ 
propriations  for  some  of  the  Public 
Works  project  recommendations  now  in 
advanced  planning. 

The  Humboldt  Harbor  and  Butler  Val¬ 
ley  projects  in  particular,  would  be  ex¬ 
tremely  helpful  in  giving  the  economy  a 
boost,  if  the  project  construction  could 
be  accelerated.  Action  by  the  Congress 
could  help  soften  the  current  economic 
blow,  and  help  us  through  this  critical 
transitional  period. 

Also,  I  want  to  ask  for  the  earliest 
possible  development  of  the  park  facili¬ 
ties  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  vis¬ 
itors — coming  to  the  north  coast  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  see  their  great  and  exciting 
Redwood  National  Park. 

Please  come  visit  our  area  to  experi¬ 
ence  the  thrill  of  a  lifetime — seeing  is 
believing,  and  you  have  simply  got  to  see 
these  redwood  giants  to  fully  appreciate 
God’s  work  in  creating  the  world’s  tallest 
living  trees. 

There  is  one  particular  portion  of  this 
bill  that  disturbs  me  deeply  and  I  want 
the  final  chapter  of  this  permanent 
Record  to  reveal,  factually,  the  position 
that  I  have  taken  from  the  beginning  on 
this  matter,  and  later  in  testimony  before 
the  committees  of  the  House  and  Senate 
and  to  place  particular  emphasis  on  my 
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requests  directed  toward  committee 
members  considering  this  legislation. 

I  refer  specifically  to  the  Indian  lands 
owned  and  managed  by  the  Harry  Wil¬ 
liams  family  near  the  mouth  of  the  world 
famous  Klamath  River. 

For  many  months,  the  Williams  family, 
the  local  governing  boards,  conservation 
organizations,  myself,  and  many  other 
interested  persons,  have  all  agreed  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  include  their  land 
in  any  redwood  park  proposal  being  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Congress. 

There  were  a  number  of  reasons  why 
we  felt  their  request  should  be  accepted 
by  the  committees  and  the  Congress. 

The  healthy  family  environment  recog¬ 
nized  by  all  visitors  to  the  area,  provides 
laudible  testimony  to  the  land  use  and 
land  management  of  this  property  by  the 
Williams  family  for  generations.  The 
natural  setting,  the  retention  of  esthetic 
values,  the  retention  of  the  basic  heritage 
and  its  overall  compatibility  with  the 
countryside  are  the  strongest  evidence 
of  this  proud  Indian  family’s  desire  to 
retain,  protect,  and  preserve  this  land 
that  has  been  passed  on  down  through 
the  generations. 

In  fact,  this  land,  Dad’s  Camp,  has  kept 
the  family  together. 

I  have  known,  personally,  the  Williams 
family  for  over  20  years.  I  know,  in¬ 
timately,  the  fine  reputation  as  reason¬ 
able  and  responsible  citizens  they  have 
enjoyed. 

They  have  told  me  of  their  father’s 
wish  to  “never  sell  this  property — al¬ 
ways  keep  it  in  the  family.” 

Another  reason  for  deletion  is  the 
fact  that  each  winter,  during  the  rainy 
season,  this  land  is  routinely  flooded  over 
by  high  and  often  rampaging  waters.  In 
1964, 1  flew  over  the  mouth  of  the  Klam¬ 
ath  and  witnessed  nearly  600,000  cubic 
feet  per  second  of  water  boiling  over  this 
land  and  out  to  sea. 

In  the  spring,  summer,  and  fall,  the 
land  is  again  accessible  and  is  used  as 
camping  grounds  by  many  visitors  that 
return  year  after  year  to  fish  the  Klam¬ 
ath  and  partake  of  family  living  at  Dad’s 
Camp.  • 

There  are  many  other  reasons  for 
supporting  deletion,  but  I  will  not  bela¬ 
bor  the  point. 

However,  the  Congress  must  be  re¬ 
minded  of  the  basic  facts  of  legislative 
history,  as  they  relate  to  this  Williams 
pi’operty. 

First,  the  original  Senate  bill  S.  2515, 
included  only  a  part  of  this  property  and 
I  have  been  told  by  members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Interior  Committee  staff  that  it  was 
not  intended  to  be  included  in  their 
version. 

To  substantiate  this,  a  letter,  dated 
April  25,  1968,  from  the  Park  Service, 
signed  by  Frank  E.  Harrison,  Assistant 
to  the  Director,  was  written  to  Mr.  E. 
Lewis  Reid,  minority  counsel,  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  U.S. 
Senate,  that  reads  as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  op  the  Interior, 
National  Park  Service, 

Washington,  D.C.,  April  25,  1968. 
Mr.  E.  Lewis  Reid, 

Minority  Counsel,  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs,  V.S.  Senate,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dear  Lou:  Following  receipt  of  your  letter 
of  April  15th,  I  did  look  into  the  matter  of 


the  redwood  boundary,  as  it  relates  to  the 
property  of  the  Williams’  family. 

Our  planning  staff  tells  me  that  through 
inadvertence,  some  of  the  Williams’  prop¬ 
erty  was  indeed  kept  within  the  boundary  of 
of  S.  2515.  As  they  explain  it,  we  thought  we 
had  omitted  all  of  the  Williams’  property 
when  we  excluded  from  the  boundary  some 
80  acres  down  on  the  Spit — the  location  of 
Dad’s  Camp.  We  now  find  that,  in  fact,  the 
family  also  holds  some  24  or  25  acres  on  the 
hillside,  which  is  in  the  boundary  of  S. 
2515. 

You  may  rest  assured  that  we  are  now 
excluding  the  remainder  of  their  land  from 
the  boundary  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
proposal.  You  will  be  interested  to  know  that 
Mrs.  Williams  testified  at  the  recent  field 
hearings — calling  this  to  the  attention  of 
the  House  Committee. 

I  am  glad  that  this  error  was  caught  in 
time  for  us  to  correct  it.  Thank  you  very 
much  for  all  the  help  that  you  gave  us. 

Sincerely, 

Frank  E.  Harrison, 
Assistant  to  the  Director. 

From  the  content  of  this  letter,  I 
have  concluded  that  the  Park  Service 
planning  staff  delineated  the  boundaries 
on  the  maps  used  describing  S.  2515. 

Regrettably,  this  oversight  was  not 
corrected  by  the  Senate,  but  with  the 
above  explanation  from  the  Park  Serv¬ 
ice,  it  seemed  clear  to  all  concerned  this 
inadvertence  would  be  remedied  later 
in  the  legislative  process. 

Following  the  legislative  path  still 
further,  the  House  Interior  Committee 
heeded  our  request  and  left  this ‘parcel 
of  land,  in  its  entirety,  out  of  the  House 
version  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
bill.  This  subsequently  met  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  full  House  when  it  passed 
its  version  by  a  388-15  vote. 

With  the  House  action  completed  and 
with  the  Senate  and  the  Park  Service 
apparently  willing  to  correct  the  in¬ 
advertence  that  included  part  of  the  Wil¬ 
liams’  property,  everyone  concerned  with 
protecting  their  request  for  deletion,  put 
the  matter  to  rest. 

This  remained  the  situation  until  the 
final  contents  of  the  bill  were  revealed 
following  the  completion  of  the  Senate- 
House  conference  on  the  bill.  Then 
came  the  shocker.  Somehow,  and  at 
sometime,  the  property  was  reinserted 
during  the  course  of  the  conference 
meetings.  This,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
only  part  of  the  property  was  inad¬ 
vertently  put  in  by  the  Senate  and  de¬ 
leted  in  its  entirety  by  the  House. 

My  immediate  reaction  was  to  raise 
a  point  of  order  against  its  inclusion, 
when  it  came  to  the  floor  for  a  vote.  But, 
in  checking  the  parliamentary  situa¬ 
tion,  I  learned  that  S.  2515,  as  amended, 
cleared  the  House  with  “ail  after  the 
enacting  clause”  stricken  and,  therefore, 
subject  to  amendment  in  conference, 
thus,  placing  me  in  a  position  where  the 
point  of  order  would  be  overruled. 

Today,  the  conference  report,  contain¬ 
ing  the  final  draft,  will  be  presented  to 
the  floor  for  acceptance  or  rejection,  with 
no  opportunity  to  offer  amendments. 
Simply  stated,  I  am  told  there  is  no  op¬ 
portunity  to  amend  this  land  out  of  the 
bill. 

At  this  point,  without  detailing  all  of 
the  minute  details  involved,  I  do  want  to 
express  my  appreciation  to  the  chairman, 
members,  and  staff  handling  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  for  removing  the  land  from 
the  legislative  taking  category  and  in¬ 
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eluding  language  in  the  bill  that  is  de¬ 
signed  to  permit  the  Williams  family 
to  buy  or  lease  back  the  land  as  contained 
in  the  section  described  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  shall  have,  with  respect  to 
any  real  property  acquired  by  him  in  sections 
5  and  8,  TWP  13  north,  Range  1  east,  Hum¬ 
boldt  meridian,  authority  to  sell  or  lease  the 
same  to  the  former  owner  under  such  con¬ 
ditions  and  restrictions  as  will  assure  that  it 
is  not  utilized  in  a  manner  or  for  purposes 
inconsistent  with  the  National  Park. 

Admittedly,  this  is  a  substantial  im¬ 
provement  over  the  legislative  taking 
category  but  somewhere,  somehow,  and 
at  sometime  during  the  conference,  the 
decision  was  made  by  someone  to  in¬ 
clude  the  Williams  property  in  the  de¬ 
lineated  park  boundary. 

Some  of  you  may  wonder  why  I  am 
going  to  such  lengths  to  lay  out  the  facts 
on  what  may  appear  to  some  people  to 
be  just  another  piece  of  land. 

Well,  this  has  become  a  matter  of  prin¬ 
ciple  with  me,  at  this  point  in  history. 

I  had  given  my  word  to  these  people, 
that  I  would  join  others  in  helping  them 
keep  this  land  from  being  included  in 
the  park. 

Surely,  I  recognize  the  right  and,  in¬ 
deed,  the  responsibility  of  the  conferees 
to  make  those  decisions  that  they  think 
are  in  the  public  interest,  even  though 
this  decision  may  differ  from  my  point 
of  view  and  that  of  my  constituents. 

My  primary  reason  for  spreading  this 
case  history  on  the  records,  is,  hopefully 
to  impress  upon  the  Park  Service  or  any 
other  State  or  Federal  Agency,  that  will 
be  negotiating  or  working  on  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  Williams  family,  to  go 
the  extra  mile  in  helping  them  retain 
their  basic  rights  and  interests  in  their 
property,  should  this  be  their  desire. 

It  may  be  difficult  for  some  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  fully  understand  and  how 
much  meaning,  attachment,,  and  deep 
feeling  a  people  can  have  for  a  piece  of 
land.  Frankly,  you  did  have  to  under¬ 
stand  an  Indian  family  that  has  strug¬ 
gled  over  the  years,  fighting  to  hold  on 
to  their  possessions — brought  up  in  an 
environment  that  creates  suspicions  of 
every  white  man  and  his  ulterior  mo¬ 
tives. 

Is  it  any  wonder  that  these  people  are 
deeply  disturbed  and  distressed,  when 
all  along,  they  have  had  assurances  that 
their  land  would  not  be  included  in  the 
park  boundary. 

All  they  ask  is  to  be  dealt  with  fairly 
and  with  full  consideration  for  their 
particular  plight. 

I  want  to  urge  the  Park  Service  to  lean 
over  backward  to  accommodate  these 
people — to  minimize  any  further  disrup¬ 
tions  from  what  has  been  a  very  produc¬ 
tive,  serene,  and  compatible  family  life. 

If  the  gentleman  will  yield  further  and 
bear  with  me,  there  are  just  a  few  ques¬ 
tions  I  would  like  to  ask  him. 

In  the  report  there  is  language  that 
reads  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  may  from 
time  to  time,  with  a  view  to  carrying  out  the 
purpose  of  this  Act  and  with  particular  at¬ 
tention  to  minimizing  siltation  of  the 
streams,  damage  to  the  timber,  and  assur¬ 
ing  the  preservation  of  the  scenery  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  national  park  as  de¬ 
picted  on  said  maps,  modify  said  boundaries, 
giving  notice  of  any  changes  involved  there- 
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in  by  publication  of  a  revised  drawing  or 
boundary  description  in  the  Federal  Register 
and  by  filing  said  revision  with  the  officers 
with  whom  the  original  maps  were  filed,  but 
the  acreage  within  said  park  shall  at  no  time 
exceed  fifty-eight  thousand  acres,  exclusive 
of  submerged  lands. 

My  first  question  is  that  this  says 
58,000  acres  and  I  recall  in  your  remarks 
you  said  something  about  55,000  acres; 
am  I  correct  in  that? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  What  I  suggested  in 
my  remarks  was  the  taking  of  55,565 
acres,  I  think,  but  we  do  have  a  limita¬ 
tion  in  the  legislation. 

In  no  event  including  the  State  park 
lands  and  all  other  lands,  can  the  Secre¬ 
tary  go  over  58,000  acres. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  The  one  thing 
I  would  be  concerned  about,  and  that 
is  with  respect  to  the  State  park  lands. 
Let  us  take  the  hypothetical  case  of  the 
State  of  California — its  legislature  de¬ 
cides  not  to  donate  these  lands.  Does 
this  mean  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  acquire  an  additional  27,000  acres? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  It  does  not;  no,  it  does 
not. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  So  there  will 
not  be  any  problem  of  acquiring  addi¬ 
tional  lands  outside  of  these  boundaries 
because  they  are  delineated? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Only  the  small  acre¬ 
age  that  we  provide  here  in  order  to 
correct  the  boundaries  so  that,  if  there 
is  a  fill  of  a  swamp  or  something  like 
that,  we  can  exclude  it  from  the  bound¬ 
aries. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  As  you  know, 
there  has  been  a  good  deal  of  contro¬ 
versy  with  respect  to  my  request  to  leave 
out  the  so-called  Indian  lands  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Klamath.  As  you  know, 
when  it  cleared  the  House  that  partic¬ 
ular  portion  of  the  seashore,  partially  at 
my  own  request  and  others,  was  left  out 
of  the  House  version. 

Can  the  gentleman  tell  me  how  these 
acres  were  added  in  the  conference  and 
what  led  it  to  being  added  in  the  con¬ 
ference? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  They  were  added  for 
the  purpose  of  trying  to  maintain  along 
the  entire  seashore  the  complex — the 
seashore  balance — so  that  there  would 
be  no  question  about  these  lands  being 
misused  or  being  used  as  a  dump  or  any¬ 
thing  of  that  kind. 

We  have  written  into  the  act  itself 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  lease 
back  these  lands  to  the  present  owners, 
to  the  Indians,  who  use  these  lands  only 
occasionally  during  the  year. 

There  are  no  improvements  on  the 
lands,  as  my  colleague  knows  better  than 
I,  and  they  are  used  only  for  recreational 
purposes  during  the  year  and  we  expect 
them  to  be  so  used  in  the  future. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  There  are 
actually  some  facilities  on  the  property, 
but  your  basic  intent  is  to  say  that  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  now  using  the  lands  will  be 
able  to  continue  to  use  the  land  under 
the  same  conditions  under  which  they 
now  use  them. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Again  I  regret 
I  have  to  take  the  time,  but,  as  you 
understand,  these  are  questions  that  are 
coming  from  my  district  at  this  point. 


First,  there  is  the  question  with  respect 
to  the  tax  treatment,  which  was  raised 
by  my  colleague  [Mr.  Johnson],  and 
others.  You  alluded  to  this.  This  is  con¬ 
tained  partially,  I  believe,  in  7(a). 

The  one  thing  that  we  are  very  much 
concerned  about,  as  the  chairman  knows, 
is  the  loss  to  the  economy  of  this  one 
organization  that  you  have  described 
as  being  phased  out.  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  Congress  will  give  recognition  to 
special  tax  treatment  in  this  case  so  as  to 
encourage  this  organization  to  invest  in 
this  area  in  some  other  diversified  aspect, 
of  the  economy.  Was  that  the  intent  of 
your  earlier  remarks? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  That  would  be  the 
far-reaching  intent  of  my  remarks.  But 
we  could  not  include  any  such  provision 
in  the  conference  report  or  in  the  act  for 
the  simple  reason  that  it  would  be  un¬ 
constitutional  for  us  to  do  so,  the  ques¬ 
tion  having  arisen  where  it  did.  Second, 
a  jurisdictional  problem  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  would  be  involved.  Third,  I  am  ad¬ 
vised  by  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas, 
the  able  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  that  it  is  beyond  the 
control  of  anyone  at  the  present  time 
unless  there  is  an  amendment  to  the 
parent  act. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  I  would  hope 
that  the  chairman  would  join  with  me, 
and  I  hope  others,  to  introduce  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  next  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  so  that  we  could  start  hearings  on 
this  question.  During  this  transitional 
period  I  want  to  bring  to  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues  in  the  House  what  is 
taking  place.  First,  as  a  result  of  the 
legislative  taking,  immediately  after 
this  land  is  taken  off  the  tax  rolls,  the 
County  of  Humboldt  will  lose  in  tax 
revenues  between  $350,000  and  $500,000. 
According  to  the  sources  that  I  have  in 
Humboldt  County,  that  would  be  over 
a  period  of  time.  The  fact  that  there  was 
no  provision  for  the  “in  lieu”  payment 
of  taxes  which  was  recommended  by  the 
administration,  it  is  going  to  put  that 
area  in  a  very  serious  economic  situa¬ 
tion. 

So,  therefore,  I  do  want  to  serve  notice 
on  every  Member  of  the  House  that  the 
action  they  are  taking  today  is  a  great 
asset  to  the  Nation,  but  it  is  creating  a 
very  severe  problem  for  those  people 
in  the  county  of  Humboldt  to  the  extent 
of  some  $3  million  a  year  in  payrolls 
and  $3  million  a  year  in  purchasing 
power  in  the  area  and  the  potential  loss 
of  1,000  jobs  if  the  Areata  Redwood  or¬ 
ganization  has  to  liquidate.  According  to 
what  you  told  me,  it  will  be  somewhere 
between  5  or  10  years.  So  I  will  be  ask¬ 
ing  the  Congress  to  help  me  in  the  fu¬ 
ture — I  have  included  this  in  my  other 
remarks — to  work  with  us  on  some  of 
the  other  projects  in  order  to  accelerate 
those  projects  and  see  us  through  this 
very  serious  transitional  period. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman  has 
no  more  sympathetic  Member  of  the 
House  than  his  colleague  from  Colo¬ 
rado. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  I  do  wish  to 
thank  the  gentleman.  I  shall  support  the 
legislation.  I  can  tell  you  it  has  been  one 
of  the  most  difficult  tasks  I  have  ever 
had  since  I  have  been  involved  in  legis¬ 
lative  practices.  I  certainly  hope  that 


none  of  you  will  be  faced  with  the  same 
kind  of  thing. 

Frankly,  I  could  have  handled  Viet¬ 
nam  substantially  easier  than  this. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  my  colleague,  a  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Morton], 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  gentleman  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  assume  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  brings  us  a  new  device.  I  do  not  re¬ 
call  that  we  have  had  a  similar  type  au¬ 
thorization  bill  that  brought  about  two 
things — one,  immediate  occupation  of 
the  property  and,  the  other,  interest  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  value  of  the  property  pend¬ 
ing  the  actual  transfer  of  funds. 

This  puts  those  of  us  who  are  dealing 
with  other  parklands,  not  set  up  under 
this  formula,  in  a  somewhat  difficult 
position. 

I  will  refer  to  Assateague  Island,  where 
we  have  3,000  property  owners.  Admit¬ 
tedly  there  is  not  the  threat  that  the 
land  will  be  desecrated  or  that  the  trees 
will  be  chopped  down,  because  there  are 
no  trees.  Nevertheless,  we  do  have  the 
problem  of  the  property  rights  and  a 
fair  deal. 

I  am  concerned  that  this  park,  because 
of  this  interest  payment  requirement, 
will  be  given  priority  over  other  parks 
that  have  been  authorized  in  years  pre¬ 
vious.  Those  people  who  are  trying  to 
move  their  property  in  the  other  parks, 
so  they  can  reinvest  their  money  or  go 
elsewhere,  are  being  constantly  kept  as 
low  men  on  the  totem  pole. 

I  would  like  to  have  the  reflections  of 
the  chairman  of  this  great  committee  on 
whether  this  park  is  going  to  receive 
priority  over  other  parks  that  have  been 
authorized. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  inquired  about  that. 
I  think  I  am  giving  away  no  secrets  when 
I  say  the  Assateague  Seashore  is  an  il¬ 
lustration  of  what  was  necessary  to  keep 
our  faith  with  those  installations  al¬ 
ready  authorized.  This  park  will  have  a 
priority  under  the  terms  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  but  we  have  been  promised  by  the 
administration  that  the  request  will  come 
from  advance  appropriations  rather 
than  from  the  land  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  fund  revenues  proper,  as  they  come 
in.  I,  for  one,  if  a  Member  of  this  body, 
will  continue  to  fight  that  we  keep  our 
word,  as  far  as  those  facilities  are  al¬ 
ready  authorized.  That  is  the  reason  why 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  asked  the  ques¬ 
tion  he  did,  so  that  I  could  put  this  in 
the  Record,  and  we  still  have  the  money 
to  do  this. 

The  gentleman’s  facility  is  included  not 
within  the  remaining  amount — for  the 
cost  of  his  facility — but  it  is  included 
within  those  amounts  of  the  land  and 
water  conservation  fund  already  pledged. 
The  question  is  one  of  priority  of  time, 
and  that  is  all. 

My  colleague  knows  if  this  will  go  to  a 
judgment,  in  any  instance,  then  that 
judgment  will  bear  interest. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  statement  of  the  chairman.  I 
know  he  will  keep  his  word  on  it  as  we 
go  downstream,  to  see  that  we  are  not 
giving  conservation  a  bad  name  with 
a  lot  of  people.  Conservation  and  na- 
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tional  parks  of  our  country  are  a  source 
of  great  pride  throughout  America,  from 
the  tip  of  Maine  to  the  Everglades  of 
Florida,  and  from  Assateague  Island  to 
this  new  Redwood  National  Park  we  are 
creating  today. 

If  we  continue  to  authorize  projects 
to  be  included  in  the  national  parks  sys¬ 
tem,  and  drag  our  feet  in  paying  for 
those  properties,  and  if  we  come  up  with 
new  and  attractive  deals  for  property 
owners  in  new  parks,  leaving  the  prop¬ 
erty  owners  in  older  parks  riding  back 
in  the  caboose,  conservation  is  going  to 
have  a  bad  name  in  this  country,  and 
we  are  going  to  be  in  deep  trouble.  This 
is  because  people  will  get  fed  up  doing 
business  with  the  Park  Service. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  correct. 

I  yield  now  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Burton],  a  member  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  add  my  own  per¬ 
sonal  words  of  commendation  to  the 
House  conferees. 

The  bill  before  us  is  more  suitable 
than  many  of  us  feared  it  might  be. 
Many  of  us  in  this  House  had  hoped  for 
a  very  comprehensive  Redwood  park  bill. 
Given  all  of  the  circumstances,  that  hope 
was  not  feasible  of  realization  in  this 
Congress.  But,  more  importantly,  given 
-the  differing  versions  of  the  House  bill, 
as  it  passed  this  body,  and  the  version 
approved  by  the  other  body,  I,  for  one, 
believe  our  conferees  are  to  be  highly 
commended,  when  viewing  the  matters 
before  them  in  the  House-Senate  con¬ 
ference,  for  coming  back  with  a  park  bill 
that  will  be  sufficiently  meaningful  to 
stand  as  an  appropriate  monument  to 
this  very  unique  national  heritage. 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Florida,  Mr.  Sikes. 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  happy 
to  add  my  support  for  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  S.  2515,  the  bill  to  establish  a 
Redwood  National  Park.  We  are  now  as¬ 
sured  that  more  of  these  magnificent  red¬ 
woods  will  be  protected  and  preserved 
for  all  of  America’s  future.  A  longstand¬ 
ing,  complex,  and  painful  issue  has  been 
resolved.  We  have  a  meaningful,  and  out¬ 
standing  national  park,  and  at  the  same 
time,  the  interests  of  those  whose  liveli¬ 
hoods  depend  on  the  timber  resources  of 
northern  California  have  been  protected 
as  far  as  possible. 

However,  I  am  disappointed  that  this 
bill  contains  a  provision  authorizing  ex¬ 
change  of  national  forest  lands  in  the 
northern  redwood  purchase  unit  for  pri¬ 
vate  timberlands  within  the  park.  This 
is  a  type  of  compensation  for  Federal 
land  acquisitions  that  I  have  fought 
against  during  my  membership  in  Con¬ 
gress.  I  consider  it  a  dangerous  principle, 
that  can  lead  to  serious  impacts  on  our 
Federal  land  systems.  Specifically,  if  this 
tradeoff  idea  is  extended  it  could  put  our 
great  national  forest  system  in  grave  and 
imminent  danger. 

The  Senate  report  on  S.  2515  makes  it 
clear  that  the  committee  viewed  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  bill  as  an  extraordi¬ 


nary  situation  in  which  an  exception  to 
the  general  rule  against  payment-in-kind 
was  necessary.  The  report  states: 

The  adoption  by  this  committee  of  lan¬ 
guage  authorizing  such  an  exchange  should 
not  be  construed  as  in  any  way  establishing 
a  precedent  for  exchanging  national  forest 
lands  to  acquire  lands  for  national  parks. 

Since  the  House  version  of  S.  2515  did 
not  contain  language  authorizing  this 
kind  of  exchange,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
assurance  of  the  chairman  of  the  House 
conferees  if  it  is  his  understanding  that 
the  conference  committee  action  is  in  no 
way  intended  to  set  a  precedent  for  ac¬ 
quisitions  in  connection  with  other  na¬ 
tional  parks  or  recreation  areas? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  In  reply  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  Florida,  it  is  not  in  any  way 
considered  to  be  establishing  a  precedent. 
It  was  used  in  this  particular  instance 
because  of  the  method  by  which  this  par¬ 
ticular  area  of  land,  now  under  the  ju¬ 
risdiction  of  the  Forest  Service,  came  un¬ 
der  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service, 
and  in  order  to  take  care  of  the  equities 
and  to  solve  some  of  the  problems  our 
colleague  from  California  [Mr.  Don  H. 
Clausen]  spoke  about.  If  it  can  be  used 
in  this  way,  it  is  being  for  a  higher 
purpose. 

It  is  not  a  precedent,  and  we  do  not 
want  it  to  be  established  as  a  precedent. 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  gratified 
by  the  chairman’s  assurances.  They  are 
very  timely  and  I  think  necessary  in  view 
of  pending  efforts  to  seize  this  provision 
as  an  example  and  a  precedent.  The  use 
of  national  forest  lands  in  this  manner 
has  already  been  suggested  in  connection 
with  the  proposed  establishment  of  other 
park  areas.  I  hope  that  those  involved  in 
these  proposed  areas  will  take  heed  of 
the  chairman’s  comments  and  the  legis¬ 
lative  history  of  this  bill.  Congress  should 
not  accede  to  general  efforts  to  invade  the 
national  forest  system.  The  lands  under 
the  capable  management  of  the  Forest 
Service  are  highly  important  to  the  Na¬ 
tion  as  a  whole,  and  to  the  communities 
in  which  they  are  located.  We  must  be 
watchful  for  efforts  to  diminish  their 
worth.  National  parks  and  other  Federal 
projects  should  stand  on  their  own  mer¬ 
its,  and  not  be  dependant  on  decreas¬ 
ing  the  public  values  of  the  national  for¬ 
ests  and  other  Federal  timberlands. 

There  are  areas,  of  course,  where 
limited  exchanges  of  property  are  desir¬ 
able,  but  these  are  primarily  to  correct 
boundaries,  or  to  benefit  participating 
agencies,  State  and  Federal. 

I  note,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
use  northern  redwood  purchase  unit 
lands  for  exchange  is  discretionary.  The 
Secretary  is  not  bound  to  trade  the  pur¬ 
chase  unit. 

I  urge  him  to  seek  every  possible  way 
to  limit  the  acrage  of  lands  that  may 
be  exchanged,  if  any.  These  national 
forest  lands  have  many  important  pub¬ 
lic  values — for  recreation  and  scenic 
beauty,  watershed  protection,  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat,  and  perpetual  produc¬ 
tion  of  timber  products.  In  continued 
forest  management,  the  protection  of 
these  public  values  will  be  assured. 

I  also  urge  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  insist  on  value  for  value  in  any 
exchange  he  may  make  for  purchase 
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unit  lands.  These  are  highly  valuable 
lands.  A  substantial  Federal  investment 
has  been  made  in  them,  increasing  their 
worth  at  least  60  times  in  25  years.  The 
northern  redwood  purchase  unit  now 
belongs  to  all  Americans.  All  of  us  should 
insist  that  its  value  is  recognized  and 
honored  in  any  exchange  transaction. 

In  sum,  Mr.  Speaker,  although  I  have 
misgivings  about  the  purchase  unit  ex¬ 
change,  I  am  pleased  to  see  us  reach  this 
conservation  milestone.  We  should  adopt 
the  conference  report  on  S.  2515  and 
speed  the  Redwood  Park  bill  on  its  way 
toward  enactment. 

(Mr.  SIKES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  California  [Mr.  Cohelan]. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  this  conference  re¬ 
port  is  adopted  and  signed  ir/to  law,  the 
hopes  of  two  generations  of  Americans 
will  be  realized.  The  Redwood  National 
Park  will  be  created. 

The  58,000-acre  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  conference  report  before  us 
contains  much  that  is  good.  The  inclu¬ 
sion  of  Redwood,  Lost  Man,  and  Little 
Lost  Man  Creeks  will  extend  protection 
for  all  time  to  significant  stands  of  vir¬ 
gin  redwoods.  Our  goal  to  seek  the  best 
park  by  its  establishment  in  the  Red¬ 
wood  Creek  area  has  been  reached. 

The  $92  million  authorization  enables 
the  Government  to  pay  a  fair  price  for 
the  lands  to  be  taken  and  it  is  realistic  in 
view  of  today’s  budgetary  situation. 

I  am  sure  that  all  of  us  would  have 
liked  a  bigger  park,  and  perhaps  events 
will  favor  it  in  the  future.  The  park  pro¬ 
posal  before  us  is  like  the  foundation 
built  on  stone  and  is  a  sound  structure 
on  which  to  build  in  the  future. 

I  accept  the  conference  committee  re¬ 
port  as  a  job  well  done.  I  support  and 
urge  its  adoption  by  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,-  on  this  historic  day,  when 
more  than  a  half  century  of  disagree¬ 
ment  in  the  battle  to  protect  the  giant 
redwoods  is  brought  to  a  close,  I  feel 
special  recognition  should  be  given  to 
those  who  have  made  this  agreement 
possible. 

Of  course  I  am  referring  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado,  Wayne  Aspinall;  and  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  John 
Saylor,  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia,  Harold  Johnson,  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina,  Roy  Taylor,  and 
to  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
New  York,  Mr.  Kupferman,  who,  along 
with  our  Senate  colleagues,  hammered 
out  this  very  excellent  conference  report. 

Chairman  Aspinall  and  the  members 
of  the  conference  committee  have 
brought  back,  as  .they  said  they  would,  a 
park  containing  significant  stands  of 
virgin  timber.  They  handled  their  task 
expeditiously  and  responsibly,  and  the 
park  before  us  represents  a  good  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  vast  differences  between  the 
House  and  Senate  versions — and  indeed 
among  the  many  advocates  of  a  national 
park. 
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Conservation  leadership  in  this  effort 
has  been  outstanding.  I  have  had  the 
opportunity  and  pleasure  of  working 
with  the  leading  conservation  organiza¬ 
tions  in  this  Nation,  and  their  unflagging 
efforts  and  enthusiasm  have  bolstered  us 
all  during  the  long  road  to  this  day. 

I  greatly  appreciate  all  of  the  help 
I  have  received  from  the  cosponsors  of 
my  original  Redwood  National  Park 
bill  and  from  the  many  others  in  the 
House  who  strongly  desired  this  park. 

To  vote  for  the  adoption  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  Redwood  National 
Park  legislation  gives  me  great  pleasure. 
It  gives  me  a  satisfaction  that  will  last 
for  the  rest  of  my  days,  for  it  is  a  vote 
to  end  a  destructive  controversy  over  an 
important  heritage  of  mankind  and  to 
begin  the  building  of  a  great  national 
park  to  protect  that  heritage. 

(Mr.  COHELAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  yield  to  my  colleague 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend 
the  House  conferees  for  their  diligence 
and  high  purpose  in  fashioning  legisla¬ 
tion  for  a  meaningful  Redwoods  National 
Park  under  complex  and  trying  circum¬ 
stances.  I  believe  they  have  produced  a 
park  the  Nation  can  be  proud  of,  and  I 
welcome  its  addition  to  our  splendid 
national  park  system. 

It  is  regrettable,  however,  that  the 
objective  can  only  be  achieved  by  sacri¬ 
ficing  part  of  another  important  natural 
resources  program;  namely,  multiple  use 
of  national  forest  land.  In  this  instance, 
it  is  the  consensus  of  my  colleagues  that 
exchange  of  this  Federal  land  is  neces¬ 
sary  in  order  to  keep  acquisition  costs 
within  balance.  But  I  am  wondering 
about  the  effect  of  this  action  on  subse¬ 
quent  proposals.  Will  we  establish  a  prec¬ 
edent,  or  is  this  a  special  situation  to 
be  treated  as  such? 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  order  to  clarify  the  in¬ 
tent  of  our  action,  I  would  like  to  inquire 
about  certain  aspects  of  the  proposed  ex¬ 
change  of  National  Forest  land  for  pri¬ 
vate  land. 

Is  it  the  intent  of  the  Congress  to  use 
Federal  lands  previously  dedicated  to 
specific  uses  as  “payment  in  kind”  for 
private  land  to  be  used  for  some  other 
purpose?  If  this  is  the  intent,  is  it  to  be 
applied  also  to  military  reservations,  na¬ 
tional  parks,  wildlife  refuges,  and  other 
Federal  reserves?  If  this  tract  is  to  be 
used  as  “payment  in  kind,”  what  steps 
will  be  taken  to  insure  that  the  Federal 
Government  receives  full  value  for  its 
property?  Will  all  of  the  purchase  unit 
be  exchanged,  or  only  such  portions  as 
are  felt  necessary  to  acquire  the  private 
land? 

How  will  recreation  interests  of  the 
public  be  protected?  Will  people  continue 
to  have  access  to  the  Klamath  River  for 
boating  and  fishing?  Will  there  be  some 
form  of  scenic  easement  to  protect  vistas 
visible  from  public  highways,  and  water 
courses? 

What  assurances  are  there  that  the 
forests  now  on  this  land  will  be  sus¬ 
tained  and  not  liquidated? 


What  safeguards  will  be  taken  by  the 
new  owners  to  prevent  siltation  of  feeder 
streams  and  destruction  of  salmon 
spawning  beds? 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  about  to  make  a 
very  important  exception  to  existing 
Federal  land  policy.  It  is  my  sincere  hope 
that  the  Congress  will  treat  it  strictly  as 
an  exception  and  that  our  action  will 
not  be  construed  as  having  established 
a  precedence  for  subsequent  proposals. 
I  for  one  would  welcome  comments  from 
the  chairman  of  the  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman  from 
Illinois  is  correct  in  his  interpretations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Reid]  . 

Mr.  REID  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  conference  report, 
which  I  think  is  a  very  substantial  vic¬ 
tory  in  the  public  interest  for  all  those 
who  care  about  the  conservation  of  our 
giant  redwoods.  I  certainly  wish  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall],  and  the 
ranking  Republican  member,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor], 
as  well  as  the  gentleman  from  California, 
[Mr.  Cohelan],  who  has  worked  dili¬ 
gently  to  secure  the  largest  possible  park, 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Kupferman]  ,  for  their  work  on  this  con¬ 
ference  report. 

While  I  cosponsored  a  bill  calling  for 
a  90,000-acre  park  and  while  I  wish  the 
park  were  larger,  nonetheless  this  con¬ 
ference  report  is  a  vast  improvement 
over  the  original  House  bill.  The  lands 
included  in  the  park  contain  trees  mostly 
of  prime  quality  and  are  not  the  cutover 
areas  which  some  timber  companies  had 
attempted  to  foist  off  on  the  public. 

It  is  tragic  that  it  has  taken  the  Con¬ 
gress- so  long  to  agree  on  a  park  which 
will  preserve  our  most  magnificent  red¬ 
wood  stands  for  our  children  and  our 
children’s  children.  Although  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  today  is  not  perfect,  it  is  a  most 
satisfactory  compromise  that  will  pro¬ 
tect  the  most  valuable  of  the  trees  as  a 
truly  national  resource. 

(Mr.  REID  of  New  York  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  now 
yield  to  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kupferman],  a 
member  of  the  committee. 

(Mr.  KUPFERMAN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  conference  report  on 
S.  2515,  a  bill  to  establish  a  Redwood 
National  Park  in  Del  Norte  and  Hum¬ 
boldt  Counties,  in  the  State  of  Califor¬ 
nia. 

The  Redwood  National  Park  approved 
by  the  conference  committee  will  encom¬ 
pass  a  maximum  of  58,000  acres  at  a  cost 
of  approximately  $92  million.  Adoption 
of  the  conference  report  will  bring  an  end 
to  the  long  and  hard-fought  battle  for  a 
meaningful  Redwood  National  Park. 

During  my  short  tenure  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  I  have  witnessed  the  controversy  of 
establishing  a  Redwood  National  Park  in 
the  State  of  California  become  a  na¬ 


tional  issue  which  vitally  interested  and 
concerned  the  people  of  my  17th  Con¬ 
gressional  District  of  New  York. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  conference 
committee  establishes  a  modest  Redwood 
National  Park  which,  under  its  terms, 
will  vest  title  to  the  private  timberlands 
in  the  United  States  immediately  upon 
the  enactment  of  the  legislation.  This 
legislative  taking  will  stop  the  logging 
of  redwoods  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park  and  just 
compensation  will  be  paid  the  owners  of 
private  timberlands  either  by  agreement 
or  through  court  proceedings  as  provided 
for  in  the  act. 

The  park  will  preserve  approximately 
32,500  acres  of  virgin  old-growth  red¬ 
woods  in  public  ownership.  The  park  will 
encompass  within  its  boundaries  the 
Jedediah  Smith,  Del  Norte,  and  Prairie 
Creek  Redwoods  State  Parks  which  will 
come  under  Federal  ownership  and  man¬ 
agement  upon  donation  by  the  State  of 
California,  but  such  donation  is  not  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  establishment 
of  the  park. 

The  State  parks  will  be  joined  to  the 
areas  of  Federal  ownership  by  over  33 
miles  of  uninterrupted  seashore  and  con¬ 
necting  corridors  in  the  Mill  Creek  and 
Redwood  Creek  areas.  The  Redwood 
Creek  area  will  include  the  drainage  area 
of  Lost  Man  and  Little  Lost  Man,  the  Tall 
Trees  unit,  and  the  Emerald  Mile  area. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  the  use  of  Fed¬ 
eral  lands  known  as  the  northern  pur¬ 
chase  unit  for  the  purposes  of  land  ex¬ 
change  with  the  private  timber  compa¬ 
nies.  Excluded  from  this  exchange  pro¬ 
vision,  however,  is  the  Yurok  Redwood 
Experimental  Forest. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  as  reported  by 
the  conference  committee  represents,  as 
I  previously  stated,  a  modest  beginning 
for  a  meaningful  Redwood  National 
Park.  My  colleague  and  ardent  conserva¬ 
tionist,  John  Saylor,  and  I  would  have 
preferred  to  have  had  a  larger  Redwood 
National  Park  which  would  have  in¬ 
cluded  additional  acreage  of  virgin  red¬ 
woods  in  the  Redwood  Creek  area.  Re¬ 
grettably  the  conference  committee  was 
plagued  with  a  monetary  limitation  in 
the  creation  of  a  meaningful  Redwood 
National  Park. 

Despite  the  limitations  which  vexed  us 
in  the  conference  committee  delibera¬ 
tion,  I  am  thankful  for  the  privilege  to 
have  served  as  a  conferee  in  reporting 
this  significant  piece  of  conservation  leg¬ 
islation.  I  am  confident  that  the  action 
of  this  body  in  adopting  the  conference 
report  will  mark  another  milestone  in 
preserving  our  American  heritage  for  the 
benefit  and  enjoyment  of  future  genera¬ 
tions  of  Americans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
conference  report. 

I  know  that  my  colleague,  John  P.  Say¬ 
lor,  ranking  minority  member  of  our 
Interior  Committee,  would  express  these 
sentiments  if  he  could  be  here,  but,  un¬ 
fortunately,  the  death  of  his  brother  has 
called  him  home. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  support  of  the 
conference  report  on  S.  2515,  legisla¬ 
tion  to  establish  the  Redwood  National 
Park  in  my  home  State  of  California. 
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As  a  member  of  the  National  Parks 
and  Recreation  Subcommittee,  I  have 
participated  personally  in  all  of  the  hear¬ 
ings,  both  here  in  Washington  and  in 
the  field,  in  the  various  other  discus¬ 
sions,  including  the  House-Senate  con¬ 
ference,  which  bring  us  to  this  point 
where  we  can  now  give  our  final  bless¬ 
ings  to  the  establishment  of  a  national 
park  which  will  preserve  not  only  for 
our  generation  but  for  generations  to 
come,  the  greatest  collection  of  old 
growth  redwoods  that  exists  any  where 
in  the  world. 

The  legislation  which  the  conference 
committee,  of  which  I  was  a  member, 
now  presents  to  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives  for  consideration,  I  believe  is  one 
of  the  mast  outstanding  conservation 
achievements  of  this  or  any  other  Con¬ 
gress.  I  am  confident  that  our  children, 
their  children  and  grandchildren  will, 
throughout  the  decades  ahead,  com¬ 
mend  the  action  which  we  take  here  to 
preserve  for  future  centuries  the  most 
magnificent  trees  that  have  ever  grown, 
trees  that  have  already  stood  for  cen¬ 
turies  and  as  the  result  of  the  action 
taken  here  today,  will  be  protected  for 
centuries  to  come. 

Throughout  our  consideration  I  do 
not  believe  there  has  been  any  question 
in  anyone’s  mind  but  that  a  park  was 
necessary  and  should  be  authorized  now. 
The  whole  question  has  revolved  around 
the  issue  of  size. 

How  can  we  preserve  the  major  scenic 
stands  of  redwoods?  How  many  acres  of 
redwoods  can  we  set1  aside  within  the 
dollar  limitations  which  the  Nation’s 
economy  can  afford? 

I  feel  quite  confident  that  the  answer 
presented  to  you  here  today  is  most  real¬ 
istic.  We  have  here  a  park  encompassing 
58,000  magnificent  acres  of  redwoods. 

The  redwoods  growing  on  these  lands 
will  be  protected  the  instant  the  Presi¬ 
dent  signs  this  legislation  into  law,  for 
under  the  terms  of  the  legislation,  pri¬ 
vate  timberlands  which  are  being  ac¬ 
quired  for  this  park  will  become  the 
property  of  the  United  States.  Logging 
operations  will  cease.  In  fact,  I  am  quite 
confident  that  as  we  discuss  this  legisla¬ 
tion  today,  any  operator  who  may  be 
harvesting  timber  in  this  area  even  today 
is  slowing  or  stopping  cutting  of  these 
trees,  knowing  full  well  that  the  will  of 
Congress  is  that  these  58,000  acres  be  set 
aside  as  a  national  park. 

I  should  emphasize  that  the  boun¬ 
daries  which  have  been  set  forth  in  the 
conference  report  include  32,500  acres  of 
old  virgin-growth  redwoods,  including 
the  major  groves  in  the  Redwood  Creek 
and  Mill  Creek  watersheds  in  which  the 
world’s  largest  and  most  impressive  red¬ 
woods  are  growing.  This  means  that  the 
Redwood  National  Park,  which  we  now 
propose,  will  include  a  variety  of  scenic 
attractions  and  opportunities  for  public 
enjoyment: 

The  redwoods,  displayed  in  all  their 
variety  from  ridge-top  stands  to  slope 
and  bottomland  groves,  to  the  seashore, 
with  opportunities  for  people  to  ad¬ 
mire  them  without  damage  to  the  park 
environment. 

Over  33  uninterrupted  miles  of  sea¬ 
shore  with  the  beautiful  bluffs  and  head¬ 
lands  behind  the  shore. 


Streams  and  rivers  of  great  natural 
beauty,  with  opportunities  for  fishing, 
swimming,  and  streamside  walking. 

The  oldest  living  thing  in  the  world. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  point  out  that 
included  in  the  58,000  acres  are  three 
very  well  run  California  State  Parks,  the 
Jedediah  Smith,  Del  Norte,  and  the 
Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Parks. 
These  currently  are  under  State  owner¬ 
ship  and  they  would  be  transferred  to 
Federal  jurisdiction,  operation,  and 
management,  only  should  the  State  of 
California  decide  to  donate  them  to  the 
U.S.  Government.  But  the  conferees 
wanted  in  no  way  to  make  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  park  conditional  upon  this 
donation  so  we  went  ahead  with  the 
legislation  in  this  manner. 

I  personally  would  like  to  commend 
the  leadership  of  the  House  and  Senate 
Committees  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  my  good  friend  and  colleague,  Con¬ 
gressman  Wayne  Aspinall,  of  Colorado, 
and  Senator  Henry  Jackson,  of  Wash¬ 
ington;  the  chairmen  of  the  National 
Parks  Subcommittees  of  these  two  im¬ 
portant  congressional  committees,  my 
colleague,  Congressman  Roy  Taylor,  of 
North  Carolina,  and  my  old  friend  and 
close  associate  of  many  years,  Senator 
Alan  Bible,  of  Nevada.  They  and  all  the 
members  of  both  committees  have  done 
a  fine  job  in  preparing  the  legislation  we 
have  before  us  now. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that  we  have 
proposed  a  park  of  meaningful  size,  one 
in  which  we  can  all  be  proud — certainly 
one  that  I  am  proud  of — and  one  which 
the  vast  majority  of  the  people  of  the 
Golden  State  will  hail  as  one  of  the  out¬ 
standing  accomplishments  of  the  90th 
Congress. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  con¬ 
ference  report  which  authorizes  the 
establishment  of  a  58,000-acre  Redwood 
National  Park.  I  was  one  of  the  original 
sponsors  of  the  redwood  park  proposal, 
and  am  therefore  well  aware  of  the  long 
and  tortuous  path  which  this  legislation 
has  followed.  But  I  believe  that  if  this 
conference  report  is  approved,  all  of  us 
who  are  concerned  with  conservation 
measures  can  consider  the  conservation 
record  of  the  90th  Congress  a  success. 
The  conference  report  is  a  major  victory 
for  the  public  interest,  and  the  conferees 
deserve  high  praise  for  their  work. 

There  are  two  features  of  this  report 
which  I  feel  merit  special  mention.  First, 
I  am  very  pleased  that  the  acreage  of 
the  proposed  park  has  been  substanti¬ 
ally  raised  from  the  28,500  figure  in  the 
House-passed  bill.  The  increase  to  58,000 
acres  has  converted  what  would  have 
been  a  “mini-park”  into  a  recreation 
area  of  a  -size  which  matches  the  giant 
trees  it  contains.  Second,  the  park  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  conference  report  will 
include  large  blocks  of  uncut  and  pres¬ 
ently  unprotected  redwoods,  particularly 
in  the  Redwood  Creek  area.  These  trees 
are  among  the  tallest  known  redwoods; 
those  who  have  seen  them  can  testify  to 
their  quiet  majesty. 

As  I  pointed  out  in  my  statement  be¬ 
fore  the  Subcommittee  on  National 
Parks  and  Recreation  in  June  of  1967,  it 
is  fitting  that  the  major  legislative  effort 
to  establish  the  park  be  directed  toward 


September  12,  1968 

the  areas  where  the  redwoods  are  the 
most  abundant  and  most  magnificent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  hearings  and  House 
debate  on  the  redwood  park  proposals 
contain  numerous  references  to  the  rec¬ 
reational,  scenic,  ecological,  and  other 
benefits  which  we  and  future  genera-, 
tions  will  enjoy  from  establishment  of 
the  park.  The  conference  report  holds 
out  the  promise  that  these  benefits  are 
within  reach.  But  I  think  another  point 
about  this  report  should  be  made.  Its 
approval  will  be  a  timely  reaffirmation 
by  Congress  of  our  national  determina¬ 
tion  to  preserve  the  natural  resources 
which  grace  our  land.  The  relatively 
modest  amount  of  money  necessary  to 
establish  this  park  represents  an  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  preservation  of  a 'part  of 
America  itself,  a  part  which  we  must 
save  now  or  lose  forever.  With  many 
legislative  proposals,  it  is  possible  to 
defer  action  for  a  year  or  two,  and  still 
achieve  the  underlying  purpose  in  a 
later  Congress.  But  procrastination  on 
establishment  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  could  diminish  or  even  extinguish 
our  opportunity  to  save  the  redwoods. 
We  can  never  pass  a  bill  to  bring  back  a 
redwood  which  has  been  cut  down. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  vote  for  this  conference 
report  is  a  vote  to  preserve  a  national 
treasure.  I  urge  the  Members  to  approve 
the  report. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  conference  report  on  the 
Redwoods  National  Park,  and  I  commend 
the  conferees  on  this  compromise. 

I  voted  for  S.  2515  last  July,  knowing 
that  my  vote  would  be  misunderstood 
by  many  conservationists  because  of 
their  desire  for  a  much  larger  park  than 
the  28,000  acres  provided  in  that  legis¬ 
lation.  At  that  time,  I  explained  that  the 
feeling  was  that  if  we  did  not  take  what 
we  could  get  with  that  bill  and  work 
toward  improvement  in  conference  we 
probably  would  get  nothing  in  the  way 
of  a  Redwoods  National  Park  this  year 
or  maybe  for  a  long  time  to  come. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  pleased 
with  this  conference  report  which  in¬ 
cludes  an  additional  30,000  acres.  Al¬ 
though  the  total  acreage  does  not  reach 
the  desired  64,000,  this  compromise  is  a 
good  one,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  its  passage. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  full  support  of  the  conference 
committee  report  on  the  Redwoods  Na¬ 
tional  Park  bill.  This  report  represents 
a  compromise  and  recommends  a  Red¬ 
woods  National  Park  with  an  overall  size 
of  some  58,000  acres. 

In  describing  the  rationale  behind 
establishing  a  Redwoods  National  Park, 
someone  said,  “As  the  tallest  living 
things,  the  redwoods  symbolize  the  force 
of  life  itself  in  a  world  in  which  man  has 
crowded  nature  too  closely.”  Certainly 
the  redwoods  represent  the  n fight  of  na¬ 
ture  which  man  all  too  often  sacrifices 
for  profit,  for  immediate  pleasure,  from 
neglect.  Today,  we  have  an  opportunity 
to  preserve  for  our  children  and  their’s 
the  magnificent  power  and  grandeur  of 
the  mighty  redwoods.  We  have  the 
chance  to  preserve  a  significant  part  of 
the  rapidly  vanishing  redwoods. 

The  redwoods  have  rightly  been  called 
a  national  treasure.  We  cannot  wait  any 
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longer  to  protect  and  preserve  these 
trees  that  have  graced  the  earth  for 
thousands  of  years.  To  refuse  to  accept 
this  compromise  park  will  doom  the 
redwoods  to  certain  extinction.  The  orig¬ 
inal  bill  passed  by  the  House  created  a 
minipark  of  28,500  acres,  leaving  some 
of  the  best  stands  of  redwoods  unpro¬ 
tected  and  open  to  the  saws  of  the  lumber 
companies.  The  Senate  bill  provided  for  a 
park  of  64,000  acres,  yet  even  that  fell 
short  of  the  original  bill  I  introduced 
last  year.  The  conference  report  is  a 
compromise,  but  one  that  comes  down 
on  the  side  of  conserving  one  of  our  most 
valuable  natural  resources.  We  are  not 
creating  the  ideal  park,  but  we  are  pro¬ 
viding  for  a  national  park  of  reasonable 
size  containing  most  of  the  remaining 
virgin  stands  of  redwoods. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  cosponsored  a  redwoods 
bill  along  with  my  good  friend  and  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  of  conservation,  Jef¬ 
frey  Cohelan,  to  preserve  a  national  park 
of  90,000  acres.  I  want  my  children  to 
be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  see  the 
giant  redwoods  in  then-  natural  setting. 
I  want  a  national  park  with  ample  room 
to  accomodate  the  numerous  visitors  who 
come  from  every  part  of  America  and 
foreign  lands  to  see  the  mighty  redwoods. 
The  park  provided  in  this  conference  re¬ 
port  barely  satisfiies  those  criteria. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a  chance  today 
to  preserve  a  precious  national  heritage. 
We  have  an  opportunity  to  save  a  beauti¬ 
ful  scenic  resource.  I  believe  this  con¬ 
ference  report  should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Wright).  The  question  is  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  prq.  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of  or¬ 
der  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evidently 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  329,  nays  1,  not  voting  101, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  320] 

YEAS — 329 


Abbitt 

Betts 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Abernethy 

Bevill 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Adair 

Biester 

Cabell 

Adams 

Bingham 

CahUl 

Addabbo 

Blatnik 

Carter 

Albert 

Bolling 

Chamberlain 

Anderson,  HI. 

Bolton 

Clancy 

Anderson, 

Bow 

Clark 

Tenn. 

Brademas 

Clausen, 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Brasco 

Don  H. 

Andrews, 

Brinkley 

Clawson,  Del 

N.  Dak. 

Brock 

Cleveland 

Annunzio 

Brooks 

Cohelan 

Arends 

Brotzman 

Collier 

Ashbrook 

Brown,  Mich. 

CoUins 

Asp  in  all 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Colmer 

Ayres 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Conable 

Baring 

Buchanan 

Corbett 

Barrett 

Burke,  Fla. 

Corman 

Bates 

Burke,  Mass. 

Cramer 

Belcher 

Burton,  Calif. 

Culver 

Bell 

Burton,  Utah 

Cunningham 

Bennett 

Bush 

Daniels 

Berry 

Button 

Davis,  Ga. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

de  la  Garza 

Karth 

Riegle 

Delaney 

Kastenmeder 

Rivers 

Dellenback 

Kazen 

Roberts 

Denney 

Kee 

Robison 

Dent 

Keith 

Rodino 

Devine 

King,  N.Y. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Dingell 

Kleppe 

Ronan 

Dole 

Kupferman 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Donohue 

Kyi 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Dorn 

Kyros 

Rostenkowski 

Dow 

Laird 

Roth 

Dowdy 

Langen 

Roush 

Downing 

Latta 

Roybal 

Dulski 

Lennon 

Rumsfeld 

Duncan 

Lipscomb 

Ruppe 

Dwyer 

Long,  Md. 

Ryan 

Eckhardt 

Lukens 

St.  Onge 

Edmondson 

McCarthy 

Sandman 

Edwards,  Ala. 

McCloskey 

Satterfield 

Edwards,  Calif. 

McClure 

Schadeberg 

Edwards,  La. 

McDonald, 

Scherle 

Eilberg 

Mich. 

Scheuer 

Erlenborn 

McEwen 

Schneebeli 

Esch 

McFall 

Schwengel 

Eshleman 

McMillan 

Scott 

Evans,  Colo. 

MacGregor 

Selden 

Everett 

Machen 

Shipley 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Mahon 

Shriver 

Fallon 

MaiUiard 

Sikes 

Fascell 

Marsh 

Skubitz 

Feighan 

Martin 

Slack 

Findley 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Fisher 

Matsunaga 

Smith,  Iowa 

Flood 

May 

Smith,  Okla. 

Foley 

Mayne 

Snyder 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Meeds 

Staggers 

Fraser 

Meskill 

Stanton 

Frelinghuysen 

Michel 

Steed 

Friedel 

Miller,  Ohio 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Mills 

Stephens 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Minish 

Stratton 

Fuqua 

Mink 

Stubblefield 

Galifianakis 

Minshall 

Stuckey 

Gallagher 

Mize 

Sullivan 

Garmatz 

Montgomery 

Taft 

Gathings 

Moorhead 

Talcott 

Gettys 

Morgan 

Teague,  Calif. 

Gibbons 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Tenzer 

Gilbert 

Morse,  Mass. 

Thompson,  N.J, 

Gonzalez 

Morton 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Goodling 

Mosher 

Tiernan 

Gray 

Moss 

Tuck 

Green,  Oreg. 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Tunney 

Green,  Pa. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Ullman 

Griffin 

Nat  cher 

Utt 

Gross 

Nelsen 

Van  Deerlin 

Grover 

Nichols 

Vanik 

Gubser 

Nix 

Vigorito 

Gude 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Waggonner 

Haley 

O’Hara,  Mich. 
O’Konski 

Waldie 

Hall 

Walker 

Halleck 

Olsen 

Wampler 

Halpern 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Watkins 

Hamilton 

Ottinger 

Watson 

Hammer- 

Patten 

Watts 

schmidt 

Pelly 

Whalen 

Hanley 

Perkins 

Whalley 

Harrison 

Pettis 

White 

Harsha 

Philbin 

Whitener 

Harvey 

Pike 

Whitten 

Hathaway 

Poff 

WidnaU 

Hechler,  W.  Va, 

Price,  HI. 

Wiggins 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Price,  Tex. 

Williams,  Pa. 

Helstoski 

Pryor 

Wilson.  Bob 

Hicks 

Pucinski 

Winn 

Hosmer 

Purcell 

Wolff 

Howard 

Quie 

Wright 

Hull 

Quillen 

Wyatt 

Hunt 

Railsback 

Wydler 

Hutchinson 

Randall 

Wylie 

Irwin 

Rees 

Wyman 

Jacobs 

Redd,  Ill. 

Yates 

Jarman 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Young 

Joelson 

Reifel 

Zablocki 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Reinecke 

Zwach 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Reuss 

Jonas 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 
NAYS— 1 

Fountain 

NOT  VOTING— 

101 

Ashley  \ 

Casey 

Fino 

Ashmore 

Cederberg 

Flynt 

Battin 

Celler 

Ford, 

Blackburn 

Conte 

William  D. 

Blanton 

Conyers 

Gardner 

Boggs 

Cowger 

Giaimo 

Boland 

Curtis 

Griffiths 

Bray 

Daddario 

Gurney 

Broomfield 

Dawson 

Hagan 

Brown,  Calif. 

Derwinski 

Hanna 

Brown,  Ohio 

Dickinson 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Burleson 

Diggs 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Carey 

Farbstein 

Hardy 

Hawkins 

McClory 

Resnick 

Hays 

McCulloch 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Hubert 

McDade 

Rosenthal 

Henderson 

Macdonald, 

Roudebush 

Herlong 

Mass. 

St  Germain 

Holifield 

Madden 

Saylor 

Horton 

Mathias,  Md. 

Schweiker 

Hungate 

Miller,  Calif. 

Sisk 

Ichord 

Monagan 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Moore 

Springer 

Jones,  N.C. 

Myers 

Stafford 

Karsten 

Nedzi 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Kelly 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Taylor 

King,  Calif. 

Passman 

Teague,  Tex. 

Kirwan 

Patman 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Kluczynski 

Pepper 

Udall 

Kornegay 

Pickle 

Vander  Jagt 

Kuykendall 

Pirnie 

Willis 

Landrum 

Poage 

Wilson, 

Leggett 

Podell 

Charles  H. 

Lloyd 

Pollock 

Zion 

Long,  La. 

Rarick 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  McCulloch. 

Mr.  St  Germain  with  Mr.  Roudebush. 

Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mr.  Cederberg. 

Mr.  Leggett  with  Mr.  Broomfield. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Horton. 

Mr.  Passman  with  Mr.  Battin. 

Mr.  Daddario  with  Mr.  McClory. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California  with  Mr.  Pirnie. 
Mr.  Boggs  with  Mr.  Conte. 

Mr.  Holifield  with  Mr.  Pollock. 

Mr.  Kluczynski  with  Mr.  Bray. 

Mr.  King  of  California  with  Mr.  Saylor. 
Mr.  Kornegay  with  Mr.  Kuykendall. 

Mr.  Monagan  with  Mr.  McDade. 

Mr.  Burleson  with  Mr.  Blackburn. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Smith  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Lloyd. 

Mr.  Giaimo  with  Mr.  Stafford. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Colorado  with  Mr.  Mathias 
of  Maryland. 

Mr.  Madden  with  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

Mrs.  Kelly  with  Mr.  Moore. 

Mr.  Parbstein  with  Mr.  Pino. 

Mr.  Macdonald  of  Massachusetts  with  Mr. 
Springer. 

Mr.  Ashmore  with  Mr.  Dickinson. 

Mr.  Casey  with  Mr.  Steiger  of  Arizona. 

Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson  with  Mr.  Derwinski. 
Mr.  Henderson  with  Mr.  Thompson  of 
Georgia. 

Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  Myers. 

Mrs.  Griffiths  with  Mr.  Vander  Jagt. 

Mr.  Boland  with  Mr.  Cowger. 

Mrs.  Hansen  of  Washington  with  Mr.  Zion, 
Mr.  Hays  with  Mr.  Schweiker. 

Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Gurney. 
Mr.  Pepper  with  Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho. 
Mr.  Rosenthal  with  Mr.  Curtis. 

Mr.  Pickle  with  Mr.  Gardner. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina  with  Mr. 
Ichord. 

Mr.  Ashley  with  Mr.  Dawson. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Willis. 

Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Udall. 

Mr.  Conyers  with  Mr.  Hawkins. 

Mr.  Patman  with  Mr.  Rarick. 

Mr.  Podell  with  Mr.  Diggs. 

Mr.  Blanton  with  Mr.  Hungate. 

Mr.  Flynt  with  Mr.  William  D.  Ford. 

Mr.  Hanna  with  Mr.  Hagan. 

Mr.  Taylor  with  Mr.  Resnick. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California  with  Mr.  Hardy. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


PROVIDING  FOR  A  NATIONAL 
SCENIC  RIVERS  SYSTEM 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  direction  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  I  call  up  House  ResolutionSl300 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 
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The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
idsys : 

H.  Res.  1300 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  Houfe^  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  Ne  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
18260)  to  pro\ide  for  a  national  scenic  rivers 
system,  and  foXother  purposes,  and  all  points 
of  order  against  section  6(a)  and  section  6(b) 
of  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  After  general 
debate,  which  shalKbe  confined  to  the  bill 
and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour, 
to  be  equally  divided  \nd  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  Ininority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  the  bill  shall  be  read,  for  amendment 
under  the  five-minute  rule. 'At  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  consideration  oX.  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopteak  and  the 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  or¬ 
dered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thelsfito  to 
final  passage  without  intervening  motioh  ex¬ 
cept  one  motion  to  recommit.  After  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  H.R.  18260,  the  Committee  on  Intent 
and  Insular  Affairs  shall  be  discharged  froi 
the  further  consideration  of  the  bill  S.  119, 
and  it  shall  then  be  in  order  in  the  House 
to  move  to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  of  the  said  Senate  bill  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  provisions  contained  in  H.R. 
18260  as  passed  by  the  House. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  30  minutes  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Smith],  pending  which  I  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  1300 
provides  an  open  rule  with  x  hour  of 
general  debate,  waiving  points  of  order 
against  sections  6(a)  and  6(b),  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.R.  18260  providing  for  a 
national  scenic  rivers  system,  a  bill 
very  ably  presented  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Interior  Committee,  Mr. 
Aspinall.  After  the  passage  of  H.R. 
18260,  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  shall  be  discharged  from 
further  consideration  of  S.  119,  and  it 
shall  then  be  in  order  to  move  to  strike 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  and  insert  the  House-passed 
language. 

The  language  in  sections  6(a)  and  6(b) 
of  the  bill  has  to  do  with  appropriation! 
a*id  that  is  the  reason  for  the  waiver 
points  or  order — page  14,  lines  20  throj/gh 
25,  and  page  15,  lines  10  through 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  18260  is  to  initiate 
a  national  scenic  rivers  system, /o  name 
the  first  components  of  that  system,  and 
to  prescribe  the  standards  arm  methods 
by  which  future  additions  to  the  system 
will  be  made.  The  bill  is  rife  culmination 
of  a  number  of  years  of/study,  and  pro¬ 
poses  six  rivers  or  sections  of  rivers  for 
immediate  recognition  as  components  of 
the  national  scenic/  rivers  system,  and 
one  additional  river  plus  one  additional 
river  section — the  latter  two  depending 
on  the  actions/of  the  Governors  of  the 
States  concerned  and  the  action  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Twenty-eight* 
rivers  are/placed  in  a  study  category  for 
possible  later  inclusion  in  the  system. 

Mr.  .Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
Hou^e  Resolution  1300  in  order  that  H.R. 
18200  may  be  considered. 


(Mr.  FULTON  of  Tennessee  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Anderson  of  Tennessee  was 
granted  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  the  policy  set  forth  in  this  legislation 
today  states  that  our  national  policy  of 
constructing  dams  and  other  works  on 
certain  sections  of  rivers  needs  to  be 
complemented  with  a  policy  of  preserving 
other  sections  of  free-flowing  rivers  and 
related  adjacent  lands  that  possess  out¬ 
standing  scenic,  fish,  wildlife,  and  other 
outdoor  recreation  values. 

In  this  legislation  it  is  the  stated  policy 
of  Congress  to  preserve,  reclaim,  and  ap¬ 
propriately  develop  such  sections  of  our 
free-flowing  rivers,  and  to  assist  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  this  policy  by  establishment 
of  a  nationwide  system  of  scenic  rivers 
to  be  composed  of  areas  designated  by 
Congress  in  this  act  or  subsequent  acts 
as  “national  scenic  river  areas,”  and 
State  and  local  scenic  river  areas  as  des¬ 
ignated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
as  part  of  the  system. 

In  essence  this  means  that  as  this  Na¬ 
tion  continues  its  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  development,  special  care  will  be, 
taken  to  assure  that  progress  need  nojfe 
be  synonymous  with  pollution  of  mafy 
of  our  outstanding  free-flowing  riven/ 

My  own  State,  Tennessee,  stands/s  an 
eminent  example  of  the  progress  and 
development  which  can  be  .achieved 
through  the  ^harnessing  and  .control  of 
untamed  waterways.  The  Tennessee  Val¬ 
ley  Authority  example  of  svaterway  de¬ 
velopment  and  Xcontroi/  is  emulated 
throughout  the  workl. 

But  there  are  othev/ivaterways  which 
must  be  preserved  in/naeir  natural  state 
or  their  beauty  and  relsreational  value 
may  be  lost  foiymany  generations  to 
come.  That  is  tpe  purpose\f  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

In  this  bil/  also  are  three  ’Tennessee 
rivers  which  have  been  designated  for 
potential  Audition  to  the  nationalX^cenic 
rivers  system. 

One /of  these  is  the  Buffalo,  fromSits 
beginning  in  Lawrence  County  to  its  coiv^ 
fluence  with  the  Duck  River. 

Uso  included  are  two  deep-gorge 
ivers.  They  are  the  entire  Big  South 
*’ork  of  the  Cumberland  and  its  tribu¬ 
tary,  the  Clear  Fork  and  the  Obed,  in¬ 
cluding  the  entire  rivers  and  its  tribu¬ 
taries,  Clear  Creek  and  Daddy’s  Creek.  It 
was  my  privilege  to  actively  work  for  the 
inclusion  of  these  waterways  in  this  leg¬ 
islation  and  I  am  very  grateful  that  this 
has  been  done. 

It  is  my  firm  belief  that  the  passage 
of  this  legislation  will  enhance  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  present  and  future  welfare  through 
conservation  of  these  very  valuable  re¬ 
sources.  This  bill  has  my  full  support  and 
I  urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con¬ 
sume. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Anderson]  has  ably  ex¬ 
plained  the  rule.  So  far  as  the  bill  is  con¬ 
cerned,  may  I  simply  state  the  purpose 


of  the  bill  is  to  create  a  system  of  scenic 
rivers,  and  to  prescribe  standards  for, 
the  system  as  the  basis  for  determini: 
which  additional  rivers  will  be  inclu 
in  the  future  and  the  methods  by  wtfich 
this  enlargement  will  be  accomplished. 

The  National  Park  Service  ha.yiecom- 
mended  such  a  system  to  preserve  nat¬ 
ural  and  wild  rivers  in  their /untouched 
condition  for  some  time.  Studies  have 
been  undertaken.  Based  upon  these,  six 
rivers  are  to  be.  placed  in  tile  system  upon 
passage  of  this  bill  and'  the  study  of  28 
additional  rivers  will/oe  undertaken  to 
determine  whetheiyrhey  shall  be  in¬ 
cluded.  The  six  moulded  in  the  bill  are: 
the  Rogue  in  Oregon;  the  Clearwater  and 
the  middle  fork/of  the  Salmon  in  Idaho; 
the  Rio  Grande  in  New  Mexico;  the  Wolf 
in  Wisconsin]  and  the  St.  Croix  in  Min¬ 
nesota  and/wisconsin. 

The  bill  seeks  to  insure  that  some  of 
our  rivers  which  are  relatively  untouched 
by  man  will  be  retained  and  protected 
in  tfieir  natural  state.  The  States  are  to 
be  ificluded  in  the  administration.  Funds 
for  the  program  will  come  from  Federal 
sources,  including  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  fund.  The  bill  also  seeks  to 
insure  that  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  not 
supersede  State-Federal  planning  under 
this  bill  with  respect  to  rivers  which  are 
to  be  included  under  the  Scenic  Rivers 
System. 

The  bill  recognizes  that  much  more 
studying  of  various  rivers  is  necessary 
before  further  decisions  can  be  made 
regarding  possible  inclusion  in  the 
system. 

The  estimated  cost  of  acquiring  land 
and  interests  in  land  for  the  six  rivers 
included  is  $17,340,000,  which  sum  is  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  bill.  Development  costs 
for  these  areas  is  estimated  at  about 
$7  million,  but  no  authorization  for  this 
purpose  is  included  in  the  bill.  It  is  also 
estimated  that  each  study  of  a  river  for 
possible  inclusion  in  the  system  will  cost 
about  $50,000.  Twenty-eight  rivers  are 
to  be  studied;  these  are  the  rivers  which 
show  the  most  promise  after  the  prelimi¬ 
nary  studies  which  have  been  completed. 

It  is  the  aim  of  the  bill  in  creating  a 
system  of  protected  rivers  in  their  nat¬ 
ural  state  to  ensure  that  scenic,  sport, 
andVecreational  enjoyment  will  be  pre- 
serveckffor  the  public  in  future  years. 

The  Vpepartments  of  Agriculture, 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  the 
Interior  support  the  bill,  as  does  the 
Bureau  of  tne  Budget. 

Separate  viXws  are  filed  by  Mr.  Steiger 
of  Arizona  in  opposition  to  the  bill.  He 
believes  the  criteria  contained  in  the  bill 
are  too  broad,  making  possible  poten¬ 
tially  to  include  eveW  river  in  the  coun¬ 
try  in  the  system  ami  thus  curtail  fur¬ 
ther  development  and\conomic  growth 
dependent  on  such  rivers.  He  believes 
that  before  any  action  is  taken  to  create 
the  system,  a  complete  studV  of  the  situ¬ 
ation  should  be  made  by  tne  National 
Water  Commission,  created\by  this 
Congress. 

He  believes  that  the  ultimate  best  of 
the  system  will  be  too  high  a  pruje  to 
pay,  both  in  terms  of  Federal  moneys 
spent  and  economic  development  rtaf 
permitted  on  our  rivers. 


1 
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•  •  APPROPRIATE ONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H*  R. 
18707,  the  Defense  Department  appropriation  bill,  1969  (S.  Rept.  1576).  p. 
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13*  TRAILS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S  •  827,  to  establish  a /nationwide 
system  of  trails.  (See  Digest  lii8  for  conference  provisions.)  /This  bill  will 
now \e  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  S11039-UO,  H8998 


16.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  305(8,  to  revise  the 
authorization  of  appropriations  for  administering  the  provisions  of  the  Water 

T  1  “1  •  A  1  m 


authorization  01  appropriations  for  administering  the  provisions  of  the  Water 
Resources  planning  Act.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  SllOUO 


17.  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  2515,  to  authorize 
the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park.  (See  Digest  llj7  for  conference 
previsions.)  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  S110U1-5U 


18.  TAXATION.  Began  d 

auction  for  asses sneri^s  levied  by  soil  and 
S11028,  S11087,  S1110U 


on  K.  R.  2767,  to  allow  :  f&rmers  an  amortized  tax  de- 

r  conservation  districts,  pp, 


S11113 


19.  NOMINATION.  Received  the  nomination 
Federal  Power  Commission. 


S11113 


of  Albert  Bushong  Brooke,  Jr.,  to  the 


20.  LANDS.  Sen.  Williams,  N.J.,  in 
1787U,  to  extend  the  time  for 


;rted 


se'l 


speech  by  Sen.  Bartlett  favoring  H.  R. 
on  of  certain  lands  by  Alaska,  p.  S11081 


21.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfi 
considered  Mon.  p.  S11097 


said  the  defense  appropriation  bill  will  be 
TENSION  OF 'REMARKS 


22.  FOREST  POLICIES.  Rep.  Aspinall  inserted  a  Statement  of  forest  policies  of  the 
Society  of  American  Foresters  for  1968.  pp\E8093-U 


23.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Utt  /inserted  an  article  in  which  a  fruitpicker  refutes  the 
charges  that  Calif ./farm  laborers  are  under  paid\  pp.  E809U-5 


LOG  EXPORTS.  Repy  Teague,  Calif.,  inserted  two  letters  objecting  to  further 
restriction  on /log  exports,  p.  E8095 


25.  WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES.  Rep.  Monogan  inserted  an  article  o\  the  advantages  and 
disadvan tastes  of  the  metric  system,  pp.  E8099-101 


26.  CONSUMERS^  Rep.  Sullivan  inserted  an  article  by  Rep.  Rodino  v^ich  explains  the 
value  /to  businessmen  of  g<  od  consumer  laws.  pp.  E8102-3 


27.  FREIGHT  RATES.  Rep.  Curtis  commended  Maritime  Commission  in  disapproving  certain 
outbound  ocean  freight  rates  and  stated  it  was  a  major  step  forwara\and  of 
4al  help  to  the  U.  S.  balance  of  payments,  p.  E8109 


-  h  - 


MERY  IMPORTS*  Rep.  Meskill  stated  that  the  administration  should  "get  behind", 
legislation  providing  for  carefully  scaled  restrictions  on  dairy  imports,  pj 

E82SL6-7 


29.  APPROPRIATIONS. 
E8128-9N 


Rep.  Mahon  outlined  unfinished  appropriations  matters,  bp. 


30.  REPORTS;  OPINION  POLLS.  Several  Reps,  inserted  results  of  questionnaires  and 
their  letters  to  constituents  wiiich  include  items  of  interest  tc  tjKis  Depart¬ 
ment.  pp.  E 8101-2,  B8106-8,  E8117-8,  E8123-U 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


TAXATION.  S.  U059  by\3en.  Metcalf  and  H.  R.  19916  by  Rep.  Oliver,  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code\of  195U  so  as  to  limit  the  amount  0/  deductions  attri¬ 
butable  to  the  business\of  farming  which  may  be  used  to /offset  non-farm  income; 
to  Senate  Finance  and  Ho\se  Ways  and  Means  Committees ,/  Remarks  of  Sen.  Metcalf 
pp.  S11022-37,  Rep.  Culve\E8ll3-5 

K.  R.  19909  by  Rep.  Denney,  to  provide  that  the  /urden  of  proving  that  the 


taxpayer's  treatment  of  certain  expenditures  is  erroneous  shall  be  on  the 


( 


Internal  Revenue  Service;  to  wa 
E8091 


and  Means  Committee.  Remarks  of  author  p. 


32.  DAIRY.  H.  R.  19910  by  Rep.  Meeds,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as 
reenacted  and  amended  by  the  Agricultural Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 


33.  INFORMATION.  H.  R.  19913  by  Rep.  Wal<±/e,  \o  prohibit  the  furnishing  of  mailing 
lists  of  names  or  addresses  by  Government  agencies  to  the  public  in  connection 
with  the  use  of  the  U.S.  mails;  to/rost  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 
Remarks  of  author  pp.  E8091-2 


3U.  YOUTH  CORPS.  H.  R.  1991U  by  R©£.  Wyman,  to  establish  a  National  Youth  Commission 
to  present  to  the  Federal  Government  the  view  of  tfc\e  youth  of  the  United  States; 
to  Education  and  Labor  Committee. 


35.  HIGHWAYS.  H.  R.  19915  bv/Rep.  Baring,  to  provide  that  the  reduction  in  ex¬ 
penditures  required  by/TBection  202  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act 
of  1968  shall  not  apply  to  expenditures  from  the  highway  xx^ust  fund;  to  Ways 
and  Means  Committee, 


C 


36.  RETIREMENT.  H.  It/  19918  by  Rep.  Purcell,  to  allow,  in  a  pensioh  plan  whose  terms 
or  conditions  are  qualified  under  section  I4OI  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
195U,  reasonable  differentiation  in  retirement  ages  between  male \nd  female  em¬ 
ployees,  as /well  as  nrcvisions  or  requirements  for  retirement  at  rWsonable 

ages;  to  Wlys  and  Means  Committee 


0 


I  COMMITTEE/HEARINGS : 

SEPT.  2Qfi  Convey  forest  lands  held  for  Pueblo  Indians,  S.  Interior  (Greeley,  FS,  \to 
testify).  Methods  for  adjusting  Federal  salaries,  H.  Civil  Service. 

SEPT,*  25:  Dairymen's  class  I  base  plan,  H.  Agriculture  (Forest,  C&MS,  to  testify). 
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The  contention  is  made  from  time  to 
time  that  conditions  are  improving  in 
Vietnam,  from  the  United  States’  point 
ol  view.  Various  statements  are  made  by 
high  officials  that  things  are  going  better 
for  me  United  States  in  Vietnam. 

WelK  let  us  consider  these  figures  for 
a  moment.  For  the  first  8'/2  months  of 
this  yearNhe  United  States  suffered  41 
percent  of\ll  the  casualties  it  has  suf¬ 
fered.  Yet  \he  Vietcong  killed  and 
wounded  for  those  8  months  amounted 
to  only  36  percent  of  the  total.  The  South 
Vietnam  casualties  for  those  8  V2  months 
amounted  only  to  3\percent  of  the  total 
casualties  suffered  by  \he  people  of  South 
Vietnam.  So  I  submit  ihat  the  casualty 
figures  do  not  bear  out  tne  assertion  that 
things  are  improving  to  any  great  ex¬ 
tent  from  the  point  of  view  of.  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  and  the  America*}  fighting 
men. 

So  I  say  again,  How  are  we  £*ung  to 
bring  this  war  to  a  conclusion  rf  our 
Government  is  not  willing  to  brings  all 
financial  and  diplomatic  pressure  against 
those  nations  supplying  our  enemy? 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of  the 
State  Department’s  reply  to  my  letter 
be  printed  in  the  Record  : 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  of  State, 
Washington,  D.G.,  September  17, 1968. 
Hon.  Harry  P.  Byrd,  Jr., 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Byrd  :  The  Secretary  has 
asked  me  to  reply  to  your  letter  of  Septem¬ 
ber  5  regarding  the  participaiton  of  Polish 
troops  in  the  invasion  of  Czechoslovakia. 

The  totally  unwarranted  invasion  of 
Czechoslovakia  by  Soviet  and  other  Warsaw 
Pact  forces,  which  has  brutually  repressed 
the  progress  of  the  Czechoslovak  people 
toward  internal  freedom,  has  aroused  deep 
feelings  of  revulsion  throughout  the  world. 
We  are  unable  to  judge  whether  Polish  troops 
were  ordered  by  the  Polish  Government  to 
take  part  in  this  action  because  of  the  latter’s 
subservience  to  Soviet  policies  or  whether  the 
Polish  Government  acted  willingly  because  it 
also  deemed  the  signs  of  liberty  in  Czecho-, 
Slovakia  as  a  threat  to  the  security  of  its  owp 
Communist  systems. 

The  United  States  considers  the  continvflng 
occupation  of  Czechoslovakia  a  flagrant/iola- 
tion  of  the  right  of  national  independence, 
a  challenge  to  international  orde/  and  a 
violation  of  the  Charter  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions.  We  are  now  carefully  reviewing  and 
assessing  these  recent  developments  in  East¬ 
ern  Europe  in  all  of  their  implications  for 
the  future  of  that  area  with  a  view  toward 
determining  our  foreign  policy  interests  and 
our  further  position  inAhe  circumstances. 
Obviously,  this  reassessment  must  involve 
our  relations  with  Pojand  as  it  does  our  re¬ 
lations  with  all  (jt  the  other  invading 
countries. 

I  regret  that  we' are  unable  to  provide  you 
with  a  more  detailed  reply  at  this  point. 
However,  if  there  is  additional  information 
which  you  believe  we  can  furnish,  please  do 
not  hesitaW'  to  let  me  know. 

Sincerely  yours, 

William  B.  Macomber,  Jr., 
.Assistant  Secretary  for  Congressional 
/. Relations . 


LAW  AND  ORDER 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  administration  is  taking 


testimony  from  witnesses  dealing  with 
the  subject  of  riots  and  violence  in  our 
cities.  It  happens  that  Mr.  Clark,  the 
Attorney  General,  and  Mr.  Hoover,  of  the 
FBI,  gave  their  views  yesterday  of  what 
is  happening  in  the  Nation,  and  they  ob¬ 
viously  directed  their  attention  to  the 
Chicago  riots  at  the  Democratic  Na¬ 
tional  Convention. 

The  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States  said : 

Of  all  violence,  police  violence  in  excess  of 
authority  is  the  most  dangerous. 

Mr.  Clark  warned,  without  specific 
mention,  of  bloody  confrontations  such 
as  that  between  the  police  and  .antiwar 
demonstrators  in  Chicago. 

Mr.  Hoover’s  view  seemed  diametri¬ 
cally  opposite  that  expressed  by  the  At¬ 
torney  General.  Mr.  Hoover  stated : 

There  is  no  alternative  but  to  use  force 
when  faced  with  vicious  attacking  mobs  in¬ 
tent  on  destructive  purposes. 

As  between  the  two,  I  prefer  to  accept 
the  word  of  Mr.  Hoover.  This  constant 
diversion  of  blame  from  the  shoulders jsl 
the  rioters  and  placing  it  upon  the  shpul- 
‘  ers  of  the  police  is,  I  believe,  one  of  the 
principal  causes  of  the  constantly/grow- 
insr^efiance  of  law  and  order.  If  makes 
no  difference  what  happens  in  a  mob 
demonstration  where  violence  follows; 
the  charge  is  just  as  certain  as  the  day 
following  \he  night  that j/tlice  brutality 
was  the  cauK.of  the  vioience. 

I  ask  Senators  whether  it  is  not  fair  to 
infer  that  wheVcont/ntions  of  that  type 
are  permitted  repeatedly  to  be  heaped 
upon  the  police,  drives  encouragement 
to  every  subversive, >nd  every  individual 
misled  by  subyersiveiKinto  participating 
in  demonstrations,  tcv  adopt  violent 
means  to  achieve  their  objectives. 

The  Director  of  the  FBI  vigorously 
endorsee?  the  actions  of  Chicago  Mayor 
Richard  J.  Daley’s  police  torce,  and 
clearly  implied  that  professional  dema¬ 
gog^  extremists,  and  revolutionaries  had 
learned  to  use  the  news  media,  par  tic  u- 
,rly  television,  to  discredit  law-enforce¬ 
ment  officers. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  plan  ^ 
disorganize  and  throw  into  disorder  th< 
city  of  Chicago,  and  to  destroy  the  con¬ 
vention,  had  its  origin  in  an  eastern  city 
last  June.  The  plan  was  laid  for  a  mass 
descent  upon  Chicago.  The  mobs  assem¬ 
bled  there,  not  with  any  purpose  of  dis¬ 
senting  in  the  peaceful  democratic  way, 
but  to  take  charge  of  the  city,  and  finally 
to  take  charge  of  the  convention. 

I  cannot  help  disagreeing  vigorously 
with  those  who  are  condemning  the  Chi¬ 
cago  police  for  what  happened.  They 
were  taunted,  baited,  spat  upon,  and  as¬ 
saulted  with  cans  containing  urine,  and 
in  some  instances  with  plastic  bags  con¬ 
taining  human  excrement.  They  stood 
there  patiently  while  the  assaults  went 
on. 

How  much  can  an  individual  police¬ 
man  endure?  Is  he  different  from  the 
Presiding  Officer  of  the  Senate?  He  has’ 
a  circulatory  system.  He  has  a  nervous 
system.  He  has  passions,  emotions,  and 
pride.  Is  the  police  officer,  when  someone 
comes  up  and  throws  urine  at  him,  to 
act  calmly  and  in  complete  control  of 
himself? 


I  noted  that  Mr.  Eisenhower,  a  me 
ber  of  the  Commission,  said  that  if  some¬ 
one  threw  urine  at  him,  he  doubtpfi  that 
he  would  control  himself. 

This  testimony,  as  quoted  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post,  from  which  I /nave  been 
reading,  is  quite  illuminanng.  In  my 
opinion,  it  involves  the  i&Sue  of  the  day 
throughout  the  country/  That  issue  is. 
Are  innocent,  law-abidmg  citizens  to  be 
held  supreme,  or  are/the  police  to  yield 
to  rioters,  to  insurrectionists,  and,  in  fre¬ 
quent  instances,  t/ individuals  who  have 
a  greater  love  far  communism  than  they 
have  for  the  democracy  of  the  United 
States? 

At  the  enfi  of  his  statement,  the  At¬ 
torney  General  emphasized: 

It  is  t>fe  duty  of  law  officers  to  control 
violence/  not  to  cause  it. 

Ar/we  to  infer  that  the  law  officers 
caused  the  violence  in  Chicago?  How  can 
<yone  come  to  that  conclusion?  Is  this 
fust  a  glib  rhetorical  gem?  It  sounds 
'wonderful:  Police  officers  are  not  to 
cause  violence,  but  to  control  it.  That 
would  imply  that  the  police  officers  of 
Chicago  caused  what  happened  there. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  tragic  and  ironic 
that  yesterday,  while  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  we  were  discussing  gun  control 
to  maintain  law  and  order,  the  principal 
agencies  for  maintaining  law  and  order 
in  our  Nation,  the  police  departments, 
were  being  attacked  by  the  highest  law 
and  order  official  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  cannot  stomach  and  I  cannot 
tolerate  that  thought. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK, 

CALIF.— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  House 
to  the  bill  (S.  2515)  to  authorize  the 
establishment  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for 
other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  September  11,  1968,  pp. 
H8502-H8504,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  recommended  by  the 
conference  committee  is  worthy  of  tak- 
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ing  its  place  among  the  most  magnifi¬ 
cent  of  our  national  scenic  treasures. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  bring  back  to  the 
Senate  a  bill  which  is  very  close  to  what 
we  approved  last  year.  The  conference 
committee  recommends  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  comprising  a  maximum  of 
58,000  acres,  including  approximately 
32,500  acres  of  old  growth  redwood.  The 
authorized  expenditure  for  acquisition  of 
private  lands  within  the  park  bound¬ 
aries  would  be  $92  million. 

This  is  the  culmination  of  more  than 
2  years  of  intensive  work  in  the  Congress 
and  many  years  of  effort  by  supporters 
of  a  Redwood  National  Park.  Let  me  say 
in  all  frankness  that  there  were  times 
during  the  consideration  of  this  pro¬ 
posal  when  those  of  us  who  found  merit 
in  the  creation  of  a  Redwood  National 
Park  of  significant  content  and  dimen¬ 
sions  found  cause  for  discouragement. 
Early  in  the  Senate  consideration  of  this 
matter,  support  for  a  park  was  divided. 
An  adhiinistration  bill  calling  for  a 
39,264-acre  park  in  the  Mill  Creek  water¬ 
shed,  plus  a  1,600-acre  tall  trees  unit  on 
Redwood  Creek  at  a  cost  of  $60  million 
had  its  adherents.  A  bill  introduced  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf]  and  others,  calling  for  a  90,000- 
acre  park  in  the  Redwood  Creek  drain¬ 
age  at  a  cost  of  $200  million  was  sup¬ 
ported  by  many  organizations  and  indi¬ 
viduals.  The  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Murphy]  introduced  another 
measure  which  highlighted  the  seashore 
in  the  redwood  region. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  considered  all  of  these 
bills  and  took  extensive  testimony  at 
hearings  in  Crescent  City,  Calif.,  and 
Washington,  D.C.  It  was  clear  that  we 
were  dealing  with  unique  and  unprece¬ 
dented  legislation.  A  meaningful  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  would  require  an  ex¬ 
penditure  for  land  acquisition  far  greater 
than  any  previous  national  park.  The 
immediate  impact  on  local  industry 
would  be  great.  Two  of  the  proposals  be¬ 
fore  us  at  that  time  would  each  have 
taken  virtually  all  of  the  timber  holdings 
of  one  redwood  company  or  another. 
Thus,  an  already  depressed  local  economy 
was  threatened  with  further  loss  of  em¬ 
ployment,  at  least  for  a  period  of  several 
years. 

These  factors  were  very  carefully 
weighed  by  the  committee.  The  senior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel] 
and  I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  a  new 
measure  was  required,  combining  what 
we  considered  to  be  the  best  features  of 
the  bills  before  the  Senate,  and  taking 
into  account  the  financial  limitations 
facing  us  and  the  impact  on  the  affected 
area.  Instead  of  concentrating  the  park 
in  only  the  Mill  Creek  area  or  only  the 
Redwood  Creek  area,  we  proposed  bound¬ 
aries  encompassing  the  most  magnifi¬ 
cent  redwood  groves  and  related  scenic 
attractions  in  each  area.  We  included 
within  the  boundaries  of  our  plan  all  of 
the  largest  and  most  impressive  red¬ 
woods — the  000  trees — in  private  owner¬ 
ship  in  Del  Norte  and  northern  Humboldt 
Counties.  We  included  all  of  the  mag¬ 
nificent  beach — almost  30  miles  long — 
from  just  south  of  Crescent  City  to  just 
north  of  the  town  of  Orick.  We  included 
some  untimbered  or  cutover  lands  suit¬ 


able  for  development  as  intensive  public 
use  areas.  We  included  opportunities  for 
public  access  without  destruction  of  the 
scenic  and  scientific  values  of  the  park. 

Three  State  parks — Jedediah  Smith, 
Del  Norte,  and  Prairie  Creek — contain¬ 
ing  some  of  the  most  important  stands 
of  redwood  in  existence  were  within  the 
proposed  national  park  boundaries. 

The  bill  we  proposed  spread  the  im¬ 
pact — both  in  benefits  and  transition 
problems — over  two  counties,  not  just 
one.  It  spread  the  adjustment  impact  to 
four  lumber  companies,  not  just  one. 

We  also  proposed  to  ease  the  economic 
adjustment  for  affected  industry  and  em¬ 
ployees  and  lessen  the  immediate  cost 
burden  on  the  U.S.  Treasury  by  authoriz¬ 
ing  a  reinvestment  of  certain  lands  un¬ 
der  Forest  Service  jurisdiction.  These 
lands  in  what  is  called  the  northern  red¬ 
woods  purchase  unit,  lying  near  the  pro¬ 
posed  park,  are  not  of  such  a  character 
or  so  located  as  to  be  suitable  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  a  Redwood  National  Park.  We 
proposed  that  under  the  unique  circum¬ 
stances  of  the  Redwood  National  Park 
legislation  this  area  could  be  devoted  to 
the  highest  and  best  use  by  being  made 
available  for  trading  in  the  acquisition 
from  private  owners  of  redwood  groves 
essential  to  the  national  park. 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  accepted  the  new  measure 
and  on  October  10,  1967,  it  was  ordered 
reported  as  a  clean  bill  and  was  intro¬ 
duced  as  S.  2515  with  the  senior  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible],  chairman  of 
the  Parks  and  Recreation  Subcommittee, 
joining  with  Senator  Kuchel  and  me  as 
sponsors.  This  was  the  measure  approved 
by  the  Senate  on  November  1,  1967. 

The  House  of  Representatives  passed 
S.  2515  this  year  after  striking  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  substituting  a 
new  measure.  The  House  bill  proposed  a 
Redwood  National  Park  of  28,358  acres, 
including  18,487  acres  in  two  State  parks, 
at  an  authorized  expenditure  of  $56,750,- 
000  for  land  acquisition  and  $10  million 
for  development. 

The  conference  committee  now  recom¬ 
mends  a  bill  which  follows  essentially  the 
format  of  the  Senate  bill.  The  acreage 
to  be  acquired  immediately  from  private 
owners  is  approximately  28,100  as  com¬ 
pared  to  approximately  33,000  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill.  The  reduction  in  acreage  results 
from  an  adjustment  of  the  park  bound¬ 
aries  in  the  Mill  Creek  area  between  the 
Jedediah  Smith  and  Del  Norte  State 
Parks  and  exclusion  from  the  park 
boundaries  of  the  Skunk  Cabbage  area 
north  of  the  town  of  Orick.  The  Senate 
conferees  regret  the  loss,  particularly  of 
the  Skunk  Cabbage  area,  but  these  ad¬ 
justments  were  necessary  in  order  to 
reach  a  compromise  with  the  House 
under  the  pressure  of  reducing  expendi¬ 
tures.  Despite  the  exclusion  of  these 
areas,  the  bill  before  the  Senate  will  still 
acquire  all  of  the  largest  and  most  im¬ 
pressive  redwood  trees — the  000  trees — 
now  in  private  ownership  which  were  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Senate  bill. 

The  Senate  conferees  accepted  for  in¬ 
clusion  within  the  park  two  areas  which 
were  authorized  for  acquisition  in  the 
House  bill  but  not  in  the  Senate  bill — the 
so-called  Flint  Ridge  area  south  of  the 
Klamath  River  near  the  mouth  and  an 


addition  to  the  Redwood  Creek  corridor 
to  include  the  so-called  Emerald  Mile. 
The  Emerald  Mile  area  is  a  particularly- 
desirable  addition  to  the  park. 

The  conference  committee  also  recom¬ 
mends  acquisition  of  all  of  the  beach  area 
which  was  authorized  by  the  Senate  plus 
an  extension  of  the  beach  south  to  the 
northern  boundary  of  the  Dry  Lagoon 
Beach  State  Park.  Thus,  over  33  unin¬ 
terrupted  miles  of  beach  will  be  within 
the  park. 

The  Jedediah  Smith,  Del  Norte,  and 
Prairie  Creek  State  Parks  are  included 
within  the  Redwood  National  Park.  The 
House  receded  from  the  provision  of  their 
bill  which  would  have  prohibited  acqui¬ 
sition  of  any  private  lands  for  the  na¬ 
tional  park  until  the  State  had  donated 
the  State  parks.  Under  the  Senate  ap¬ 
proach  which  was  accepted,  the  State 
parks  will  come  under  Federal  ownership 
and  management  only  if  donated  by  the 
State  of  California.  We  hope  the  State 
will  take  this  step  in  the  national  inter¬ 
est.  In  any  event,  the  Redwood  National 
Park  will  be  established,  and  until  the 
State  parks  are  donated  the  responsible 
management  agencies  may  enter  into 
agreements  to  assure  that  the  State  and 
Federal  parks  are  administered  on  a 
compatible  basis. 

No  more  redwoods  will  be  logged  within 
the  boundaries  we  establish  in  this  bill. 
Under  the  terms  of  this  legislation,  im¬ 
mediately  upon  its  enactment  title  to 
private  timberlands  will  vest  in  the 
United  States.  Just  compensation  will  be 
paid  to  the  owners  subsequently,  by 
agreement  with  affected  parties,  or 
through  court  proceedings  provided  for 
in  the  act. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  great  day  in  the 
history  of  conservation  in  our  country. 
We  are  creating  a  magnificent  new  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  array  of  most  cherished 
national  possessions. 

The  Redwood  National  Park  will  in¬ 
clude  a  variety  of  scenic  attractions  and 
opportunities  for  public  enjoyment: 

The  redwoods,  displayed  in  all  their 
variety  from  ridge-top  stands  to  slope 
and  bottomland  groves,  to  the  seashore, 
with  opportunities  for  people  to  admire 
them  without  damage  to  the  park 
environment. 

Over  33  uninterrupted  miles  of  beach 
with  the  beautiful  bluffs  and  headlands 
behind  the  beaches. 

Streams  and  rivers  of  great  natural 
beauty,  with  opportunities  for  fishing, 
swimming,  and  streamside  walking  and 
floating.  . 

The  tallest  tree  on  earth  and  a  host  of 
slightly  lesser  brothers.  Many  of  them 
have  stood  for  more  than  a  thousand 
years.  They,  themselves,  grew  from  the 
fallen  remains  of  ancient  ancestors. 

These  giants  will  live  out  the  years  of 
their  existence  protected  by  man  rather 
than  threatened  by  man.  It  is  our  inten¬ 
tion  that  a  thousand  years  from  now  red¬ 
wood  seedlings  of  today  will  have  lived, 
within  this  park,  for  the  inspiration  and 
wonder  of  future  generations. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Record  a  section-by-section 
analysis  of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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September  19,  1968 

Section-by-Section  Analysis  of  S.  2515 

Section  1:  This  section  would  establish,  ef¬ 
fective  upon  date  of  enactment,  the  Redwood 
National  Park  in  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt 
Counties,  California.  This  section  also  states 
the  purposes  of  the  Act. 

Section  2(a):  This  section  would  provide 
that  the  boundaries  of  the  new  park  shall  be 
set  forth  in  two  maps  numbered  NP8-RED- 
7114-A  and  NPS-RED-7 1 1 4— B .  These  maps 
show  the  boundaries  of  the  park  as  agreed 
upon  by  the  conference  committee.  Copies  of 
the  maps  are  to  be  kept  available  for  public 
use  and  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Service  and,  in  addition,  shall  be 
filed  with  the  appropriate  officers  in  Del 
Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties.  The  maps  are 
dated  September  1968,  but  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  may  periodically  adjust  the 
boundaries  of  the  park  to  better  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  the  Act.  In  addition  to  this 
overall  standard,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to 
pay  particular  attention  to  minimizing 
stream  siltation,  timber  damage,  and  assur¬ 
ing  the  preservation  of  scenery  if  and  when 
boundary  adjustments  are  made. 

Prior  to  making  boundary  adjustments, 
notice  of  boundary  changes  must  be  given  by 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  the 
changes  and  by  filing  the  revised  map  and 
boundary  description  with  the  appropriate 
officers  of  the  two  counties.  The  acreage 
within  the  park  boundaries  may  at  no  time 
exceed  58,000  acres,  exclusive  of  submerged 
lands. 

Section  2(b) :  This  section  would  authorize 
the  Secretary  to  acquire,  but  by  donation 
only.  State  or  county-owned  highways  and 
roads  to  the  extent  they  are  needed  for  park 
purposes.  Once  acquired,  they  would  be  park 
roads.  Until  acquired,  the  Secretary  may  co¬ 
operate  with  the  State  or  county  officials  in 
patrolling  and  maintaining  roads  and  high¬ 
ways  within  the  park  boundaries. 

Section  3(a) :  This  section  would  authorize 
the  Secretary  to  acquire  lands  and  interests 
in  land  within  the  park  boundaries  and,  for 
administrative  purposes,  up  to  10  acres  out¬ 
side  the  boundaries.  Land  acquisition  may  be 
accomplished  by  donation,  purchase  with  ap¬ 
propriated  or  donated  funds,  exchange,  or 
otherwise.  The  Secretary,  however,  can  ac¬ 
quire  State-owned  lands  only  by  donation.  A 
donation  or  agreement  to  donate  the  exist¬ 
ing  State  parks  or  other  State  and  county- 
owned  lands  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  establishment  of  the  Redwood  National 
park.  Should  the  State  decide  not  to  donate 
its  parks  and  other  lands,  the  National  Park 
Service  will  nevertheless  cooperate  with  State 
and  local  officials  to  minimize  administra¬ 
tive  and  management  problems  which  may 
arise. 

Section  3(b) : 

Paragraph  (1) :  The  first  paragraph  would 
provide  that,  effective  on  the  date  the  Presi¬ 
dent  approves  this  bill,  title  to  all  real  prop¬ 
erty,  except  that  owned  by  the  State  or  a 
political  subdivision  thereof,  and  except  the 
property  within  the  park  boundaries  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (3),  will  vest  in  the  United 
States  together  with  the  right  of  immediate 
possession.  This  paragraph  thus  provides  for 
a  legislative  taking  by  the  United  States  of 
all  right,  title  and  interest  in  lands  within 
the  park  boundaries  effective  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act.  Lands  owned  by  the 
State  of  California  or  its  political  subdivi¬ 
sions  are  excepted  from  the  operation  of  this 
paragraph.  In  addition,  paragraph  (3)  of 
section  3(b)  provides  that  private  lands  held 
in  ownerships  of  fifty  acres  or  less  are  not 
legislatively  taken  unless  certain  determina¬ 
tions  and  actions  are  undertaken  by  the 
Secretary.  The  legislative  taking  provisions  of 
paragraph  (1)  would  not  apply  with  respect 
to  lands  subsequently  included  within  the 
park  as  a  result  of  boundary  changes  author¬ 
ized  pursuant  to  section  2(a). 

Paragraph  (1)  requires  that  the  Secretary 
must  allow  for  the  orderly  termination  of 


all  activities  and  operations  conducted  by 
property  owners,  their  lessees,  licensees  and 
contractees  on  lands  acquired  pursuant 
to  this  paragraph.  The  Secretary  would  also 
permit  the  removal  of  equipment,  facilities, 
and  personal  property  in  an  orderly  manner. 

All  timber  cutting  operations  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  cease  on  the  date  title  vests,  but 
the  Secretary  would  provide  a  reasonable 
period  of  transition  to  enable  these  people 
to  terminate  all  operations  within  the  park. 
The  Secretary  will  arrange  for  fire  protection, 
resource  protection  and  other  necessary 
measures  to  avoid  damage  to  the  area  during 
this  transition. 

The  Committee  has  been  advised  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  that  where  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  orderly  termination  of  opera¬ 
tions  the  Department  will,  for  a  reasonable 
period  of  time,  allow  the  regulated  use  of 
logging  roads  within  park  boundaries  under 
revocable  special  use  permits. 

Section  3(b) : 

Paragraph  (2):  Paragraph  (2)  would  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  United  States  pay  just  compen¬ 
sation  to  the  former  owners  of  the  real  prop¬ 
erty  taken  under  section  3(b).  The  compen¬ 
sation  would  be  paid  either  in  the  form  of 
money  derived  from  appropriations  under  the 
land  and  water  conservation  fund,  or  land 
available  to  the  Secretary  under  section  5  of 
the  Act  for  exchange  purposes,  or  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  land  and  money.  Interest  would  be 
paid  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum  from 
the  date  of  taking  to  the  date  of  payment. 
It  is  expected  that  the  Secretary  would  seek 
the  necessary  appropriations  to  the  land  and 
water  conservation  fund  this  year. 

Just  compensation  would  be  based  upon 
the  value  of  the  properties  taken  pursuant  to 
section  3(b)  as  of  the  date  of  the  taking. 
The  value  would  be  established  through 
negotiations  between  the  Secretary  and  the 
former  property  owners,  or  through  proceed¬ 
ings  in  the  Court  of  Claims  as  provided  in 
28  U.S.C.  1491. 

In  the  case  of  payment  through  the  use 
of  Federally-owned  land,  the  Secretary  could 
use  either  public  lands  which  have  been 
classified  for  exchange  or  disposal  or  land 
within  the  Northern  Redwood  purchase  unit 
in  Del  Norte  County,  California,  as  he  de¬ 
termines.  It  should  be  emphasized  that  it 
is  not  the  intention  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  Secretary  first  exhaust  his 
available  appropriations  before  negotiating 
with  the  property  owners  for  an  exchange  of 
the  above  Federal  lands.  Also,  the  committee 
intends  that  the  Secretary,  in  negotiating 
payments  from  appropriations,  could  agree 
to  make  the  payments  in  installments. 

The  conference  committee  has  been  in¬ 
formed  that  it  is  the  normal  practice  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  to  appoint  commissioners 
to  take  testimony  at  the  place  or  places 
most  convenient  to  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs. 
The  conference  committee  hopes  that  the 
Court  would  follow  this  practice  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  any  litigation  which  may  arise  by 
reason  of  the  application  of  section  3(b), 
and  that  the  Court  would  make  every  effort 
to  minimize  delay  and  avoid  inconvenience 
or  added  expense  to  the  former  property 
owners. 

Section  3(b) : 

Paragraph  (3):  Paragraph  (3)  provides 
that  the  provisions  of  section  3(b)  (1)  of  the 
bill,  relating  to  the  legislative  taking  of 
lands  within  the  park  boundaries,  do  not 
apply  to  real  property  ownerships  of  fifty , 
acres  or  less,  unless  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (1)  determines  that  on  the  effective 
date  of  the  Act  each  such  ownership  is  either 
held  or  occupied  primarily  for  purposes  other 
than  residential  or  agricultural,  and  (2)  noti¬ 
fies  the  owner  or  owners  of  such  property 
within  60  days  after  the  effective  date  of 
the  Act  that  title  did,  in  fact,  vest  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  in  the 
United  States.  Thus,  as  to  ownerships  of 
fifty  acres  or  less,  there  would  be  no  legisla¬ 
tive  taking  unless  the  Secretary  makes  the 


required  determination  and  gives  notice.  As 
to  real  property  on  which  the  Secretary 
makes  the  required  determination  and  gives 
notice,  the  date  of  the  taking  would  be 
deemed  to  have  related  back  to  the  effective 
date  of  the  Act. 

If  notice  is  not  given,  title  will  not  vest 
in  the  United  States  on  the  effective  date 
of  the  Act,  but  the  Secretary  may  later  ac¬ 
quire  the  property  under  sections  3(a)  or 
3(c)  pf  the  bill  for  park  purposes.  Notice  of 
the  vesting  of  title  is  not  required  in  the  case 
of  any  ownership  of  more  than  50  acres. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  agricultural 
purposes  does  not  include  tree  farming  and 
other  forms  of  tree  culture. 

The  term  “primarily,”  as  used  in  this  para¬ 
graph,  should  not  be  construed  strictly,  but 
is  designed  to  give  the  Secretary  some  flexi¬ 
bility  to  determine  whether  a  particular  own¬ 
ership,  while  having  some  residential  or 
agricultural  status,  is  being  used  for  pur¬ 
poses  that  are  incompatible  with  park  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  purpose  of  paragraph  (3)  is  to  exempt 
small  ownerships  (less  than  fifty  acres) 
which  are  being  used  for  residential  and 
agricultural  purposes  from  the  operation  of 
the  legislative  taking  provisions  of  section 
3(b)(1).  It  was  the  conference  committee’s 
judgment  that  with  respect  to  these  small 
ownerships  it  was  not  necessary  to  provide 
immediate  and  complete  protection  against 
the  further  cutting  of  timber  and  the  de¬ 
struction  of  park  values.  The  Secretary  is, 
of  course,  still  authorized  to  acquire  these 
ownerships  under  the  authority  granted  in 
section  3(a)  of  the  Act. 

Paragraph  (3)  also  gives  the  United  States 
district  court  for  the  district  in  which  the 
land  is  located  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  de¬ 
termine  any  action  brought  by  any  person 
or  persons  having  an  interest  therein  for 
damages  occurring  by  reason  of  the  potential 
application  of  the  legislative  taking  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  paragraph  between  the  effective 
date  of  the  Act  and  the  date  the  Secretary 
gives  notice  to  the  property  owner  or  owners. 
This  provision  should  not  be  construed  in  es¬ 
tablishing  in  such  person  or  persons  a  new 
cause  of  action  or  a  right  to  compensation 
against  the  United  States.  It  merely  provides 
a  forum  to  consider  any  claim  compensable 
under  present  law  that  might  be  asserted  by 
reason  of  the  potential  application  of  this 
section  to  tracts  of  fifty  acres  or  less. 

Section  3(c):  This  section  authorizes  the 
Secretary  to  acquire  in  their  entirety  any 
tracts  or  parcels  of  land  that  are  partly  in¬ 
side  and  partly  outside  the  park  boundaries 
or  the  administrative  site  in  order  to  mini¬ 
mize  the  payment  of  severance  damages.  Once 
acquired,  the  Secretary  may  dispose  of  the 
land  outside  the  park  boundaries  by  ex¬ 
change  for  other  land  or  interests  therein 
within  the  park  boundaries,  or  by  disposal 
under  the  Federal  Property  and  Administra¬ 
tive  Services  Act  of  1949.  The  cost  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  the  land  outside  the  park  boundaries 
or  the  administrative  site  which  is  later  dis¬ 
posed  of  by  either  of  the  above  methods  shall 
not  be  charged  against  the  dollar  limitation 
in  section  10  of  the  Act. 

Section  3(d):  The  Secretary  is  also  au¬ 
thorized  to  acquire  land  by  donation,  pur¬ 
chase  with  appropriated  or  donated  funds,  or 
by  exchange  or  otherwise,  lands  and  inter¬ 
ests  therein  bordering  both  sides  of  the 
highway  between  the  southern  boundary  of 
Prairie  Creek  Redwood  State  Park  and  on 
Redwood  Creek  near  the  town  of  Orick  suffi¬ 
cient  to  maintain  or  restore  a  screen  of  trees 
between  the  highway  and  the  land  behind 
the  screen. 

Section  3(e) :  This  section  would  authorize 
the  Secretary  to  acquire  interests  in  lands 
from,  and  enter  into  contracts  and  coopera¬ 
tive  agreements  with,  land  owners  on  the 
periphery  of  the  new  park  and  on  watersheds 
tributary  to  streams  within  the  park.  The 
purpose  of  this  section  is  to  provide  protec¬ 
tion  to  the  timber,  soil,  and  streams  within 
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the  park  boundaries.  The  term  ‘‘interests  in 
land”  in  this  case  does  not  include  the  fee 
title  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  cost 
of  acquisition  of  the  less  than  fee  interest 
would  be  disproportionately  high  as  compared 
with  the  cost  of  the  fee  itself.  Before  entering 
into  any  contract  or  cooperative  agreement 
or  before  acquiring  any  such  interest  in  land, 
except  by  donation,  the  Secretary  must  notify 
the  President  of  the  Senate  and  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  his  action  and  of  the  cost  and 
benefits  to  the  United  States  at  least  60  days 
beforehand. 

Section  4(a):  This  section  provides  that 
where  land  is  acquired  by  the  Secretary  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  other  than  under 
the  provisions  of  section  3(b),  the  owner  of 
improved  property  may  retain,  as  a  condi¬ 
tion  to  the  acquisition,  a  right  of  use  and 
occupancy  for  noncommercial,  residential 
purposes  for  a  term  of  not  to  exceed  25  years 
or  in  lieu  thereof  for  a  term  ending  at  the 
death  of  the  owner  or  his  spouse,  whichever 
is  later.  The  right  retained  shall  be  subject 
to  termination  by  the  Secretary  upon  a  de¬ 
termination  that  the  property  is  being  used 
in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the  purposes 
of  the  Act.  If  the  Secretary  makes  this  de¬ 
termination,  the  retained  right  shall  termi¬ 
nate  by  operation  of  law  when  the  Secretary 
notifies  the  holder  of  the  right  of  the  de¬ 
termination  and  tenders  him  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  right. 

Section  4(b):  The  term  “improved  prop¬ 
erty”  as  used  in  the  previous  section  means 
a  detached,  noncommercial,  residential 
dwelling,  the  construction  of  which  was  be¬ 
gun  before  October  9,  1967,  together  with  so 
much  of  the  land  on  which  the  dwelling  is 
located  as  is  reasonably  necessary  for  its 
enjoyment. 

Section  4(c):  This  section  authorizes  the 
Secretary  to  sell  or  lease  real  property  ac¬ 
quired  in  sections  5  and  8,  township  13  north, 
range  1  east,  Humboldt  Meridian  to  the 
former  owner.  The  lease-back,  sell-back  pro¬ 
visions  must  include  conditions  and  restric¬ 
tions  which  will  assure  that  the  property  is 
not  used  in  a  manner  or  for  purposes  which 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  Redwood 
National  Park. 

Section  5:  This  section  would  authorize 
the  Secretary  to  acquire  non-Federal  prop¬ 
erty  for  park  purposes  by  exchange  of  cer¬ 
tain  Federal  lands  located  within  California. 
The  Secretary  can  acquire  the  property  from 
the  grantor  by  exchange  for  any  Federally- 
owned  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  Califor¬ 
nia  that  is  first  classified  by  the  Secretary 
as  suitable  for  exchange  or  other  disposal, 
except  property  needed  for  public  use  and 
management.  The  Secretary  may  also  ex¬ 
change  any  Federally-owned  property  that 
the  Secretary  designates  for  exchange  pur¬ 
poses  within  the  Northern  Redwood  pur¬ 
chase  unit  in  Del  Norte  County,  California, 
except  the  section  designated  as  the  Yurok 
Experimental  Forest.  These  Federally-owned 
properties  shall  also  be  available  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  use  by  him  in  lieu  of,  or  together 
with,  cash  in  payment  of  just  compensation 
for  property  taken  under  section  3(b)  of 
this  Act.  The  exchange  provision  of  this  Act 
is  designed  to  supplement  the  exchange  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  Act  and  the  provisions  of  that  Act 
shall  also  be  available  to  the  Secretary  in 
connection  with  acquisitions  under  this  Act. 
It  is  the  Committee’s  intent  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  possible, 
by  exercising  his  exchange  authority,  mini¬ 
mize  any  adverse  impact  on  the  local  econ¬ 
omy  which  may  occur  due  to  a  reduction 
in  employment  resulting  from  any  disloca¬ 
tion  and  disruption  of  the  grantor’s  com¬ 
mercial  operations.  This  latter  requirement 
is  aimed  primarily  at  lands  made  available 
for  exchange  from  the  Northern  Redwood 
purchase  unit. 

The  provision  authorizing  exchange  of 
property  within  the  Northern  Redwood  pur¬ 


chase  unit  is  not  intended  to  be  precedent 
setting.  The  unique  circumstances  involved 
in  establishing  a  Redwood  National  Park 
justify  this  exchange,  but  the  conference 
committee  recognizes  this  to  be  an  exception 
and  does  not  contemplate  that  similar  ex¬ 
changes  will  be  authorized  or  made  in  the 
future. 

The  exchange  provisions  of  section  5  may 
keep  the  cash  outlay  for  land  acquisition  be¬ 
low  the  $92  million  authorized  by  section  10 
of  the  Act.  At  any  event,  the  $92  million 
figure  is  not  intended  to  reflect  a  Congres¬ 
sional  determination  as  to  the  value  of  the 
property  involved.  The  actual  value  of  the 
property  and  the  expenditures  needed  for 
acquisition  should  be  less  than  this  amount 
because  the  Appropriation  authorization  in¬ 
cludes  a  substantial  factor  to  cover  unfore¬ 
seen  contingencies. 

The  conference  committee  does,  however, 
anticipate  that  it  will  be  necessary  for  the 
Department  to  request  the  total  amount  sec¬ 
tion  10  authorizes  for  appropriations  so  that 
funds  will  be  available  if  needed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  legislative  taking  authorized  by 
section  3(b)  and  to  deal  with  contingencies 
in  the  acquisition  process. 

Section  6:  This  section  would  authorize 
the  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
of  any  Federally-owned  property  adminis¬ 
tered  by  another  Federal  agency  which  is 
within  the  park  boundaries  or  a  designated 
administrative  site. 

Section  7(a):  This  section  is  designed  to 
supplement  the  advance  contract  authority 
found  in  the  recent  amendments  to  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act.  The  ad¬ 
vance  contract  authority  would  not  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  lands  acquired  under  section 
3(b)  of  this  Act,  but  would  apply  to  areas 
to  be  acquired  by  the  Secretary  under  sec¬ 
tions  3(a),  3(c)  and  3(e)  of  this  Act.  Under 
this  authority,  the  Secretary  could  enter  into 
contracts  to  acquire  lands  in  advance  of 
appropriations. 

This  section  would  also  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  the  owner  of  any  lands  acquired 
under  this  Act  to  agree  that  the  purchase 
price  of  the  property  will  be  paid  in  periodic 
installments  over  a  period  that  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  ten  years  with  interest  on  the  unpaid 
balance. 

Section  7(b) :  This  section  would  make  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1956,  ap¬ 
plicable  in  the  case  of  condemnation  actions 
brought  under  this  Act.  This  means  that 
judgments  for  $100,000  or  less  will  be  paid 
from  the  continuing  appropriation  pursuant 
to  31  U.S.C.  724a,  and  that  judgments  for 
more  than  that  amount  will  be  processed  in 
the  same  manner  that  ordinary  judgments 
against  the  United  States  are  processed;  that 
is,  by  being  included  in  the  items  “Cliaims 
and  Judgments”  ( e.g .  79  Stat.  1152)  which 
is  regularly  transmitted  to  the  Congress  for 
appropriations. 

Section  8:  This  section  would  direct  the 
Secretary  to  continue  the  present  practice 
of  the  California  Department  of  Parks  and 
Recreation  of  maintaining  memorial  groves 
of  redwood  trees  named  for  benefactors  of 
the  State  redwood  parks. 

Section  9:  This  section  would  direct  that 
the  Secretary  administer  the  park  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  National  Park  Act  of  1916, 
as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Section  10:  This  section  authorizes  appro¬ 
priations  of  $92,000,000  for  land  acquisition 
under  this  Act.  Although  no  limitation  is 
stated  for  development  costs,  it  is  the  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  conference  committee 
that  no  appropriations  will  be  made  or  re¬ 
quested  for  this  purpose,  except  for  such 
work  as  is  required  for  immediate  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  park,  until  a  master  develop¬ 
ment  plan  has  been  submitted  to  the  two 
Committees  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 
Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
briefly  to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  most  heartily  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Washington  and  those  who 
worked  with  him  on  the  accomplishment 
of  this  objective  of  several  years,  as  I 
know. 

The  Senator  has  worked  hard  and  long, 
and  now  he  has  succeeded,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  in  getting  almost  all  of  his  orig¬ 
inal  objective  accomplished  and  com¬ 
pleted. 

I  believe  that  the  generations  of  Amer¬ 
icans  in  the  future  will  be  grateful  to 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  just  as  the 
speaker  is  and  just  as  everyone  who  is 
a  believer  in  conservation  of  our  natural 
beauties  and  natural  values  must  be 
grateful  to  him.  Many,  many  warm 
thanks. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  good  friend,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Florida,  for  his  very  generous  comments. 

I  yield  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  in  the  remarks  made  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Florida. 
He  has  put  in  words  far  better  than  I 
could  my  feelings  about  what  has  been 
accomplished.  The  Senator  from  Florida 
has  delineated  the  years  of  struggle 
which  the  chairman,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  has  under¬ 
gone  to  bring  this  proposal  to  a  satis¬ 
factory  conclusion — not  as  satisfactory 
as  some  of  us  would  like,  but  certainly, 
in  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  a  far 
better  solution  than  many  of  us  had  anti¬ 
cipated. 

Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  I  should  like  to  ask  some  ques¬ 
tions.  However,  before  I  do  so,  I  yield 
briefly  to  my  colleague  from  Montana. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  METCALF.  As  one  of  the  original 
sponsors  of  the  redwoods  bill  and  one 
of  those  who  was  hopeful  that  we  would 
have  a  larger  park,  I  recognize  the  need 
for  compromise.  I  concur  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  that  this  is  a  great 
day  for  conservation.  This  is  a  day  that 
will  go  down  in  history  along  with  the 
day  when  Yellowstone  Park,  Yosemite, 
and  Glacier,  were  created.  We  do  have  a 
meaningful  Redwood  National  Park.  It 
is  a  Redwood  National  Park  that,  as  the 
Senator  from  Washington  has  said,  will 
preserve  all  the  great  trees  and  will,  over 
the  years,  bring  to  future  generations  the 
enjoyment  that  we  have  had  in  our  life¬ 
time  in  visiting  these  magnificent  trees. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Jackson]  and  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Kuchel],  who  have  worked  so 
hard  on  this  bill,  deserve  great  credit 
for  their  statesmanship,  for  their  diplo¬ 
macy,  and  for  their  negotiating  ability 
in  creating  one  of  the  finest  national 
parks  in  our  entire  park  system  and  de¬ 
veloping  one  of  the  greatest  natural  re¬ 
sources  for  future  generations. 

As  one  of  the  early  sponsors,  who 
worked  on  this  matter  in  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate,  I  am  glad  that  this  day 
has  arrived  and  that  we  are  going  to  save 
these  wonderful  trees  from  the  chain- 
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saws  and  the  development  that  would 
have  taken  place  except  for  this  bill. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the  able 
junior  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf]  has  long  been  in  the  forefront 
of  the  battle  to  save  the  redwoods.  His 
interest  goes  back  to  his  days  as  a  stu¬ 
dent  at  Stanford  University.  Am  I 
correct? 

Mr.  METCALF.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  While  at  Standford  University,  I 
used  to  visit  Muir  Woods. 

If  the  Senator  will  pardon  the  remi¬ 
niscence,  I  went  into  the  Army  and  took 
basic  training  at  Fort  Ord.  I  got  a  3-day 
pass  and  spent  the  time  visiting  Muir 
Woods,  so  I  have  a  great  sentimental  at¬ 
tachment  for  these  magnificent  trees. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  several  newspaper  editorials  in 
connection  with  this  matter. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi¬ 
torials  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle,  Sept.  10, 
1968] 

Redwood  Park  Victory 

In  the  congressional  showdown  on  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  bill  yesterday,  the  public 
interest  came  out  the  winner.  A  Senate-House 
conference  agreed  on  legislation,  regarded  as 
almost  certain  to  receive  final  approval  on  the 
floor,  to  create  a  redwood  park  of  high  quality 
and  of  ample  scope  for  the  recreation  needs 
of  future  generations  of  Americans. 

Senator  Thomas  H.  Kuchel,  who  for  three 
years  has  led  the  fight  for  the  park,  pro¬ 
nounced  himself  highly  satisfied  with  the 
outcome;  in  many  respects,  he  said  here  yes¬ 
terday,  the  conference  version  is  an  improve¬ 
ment  on  his  own  bill  that  the  Senate  had 
passed  earlier. 

When  the  House  last  summer  chopped  the 
Kuchel  64,000  acre  park  to  28,000  acres  con¬ 
servationists  were  plunged  into  despair.  They 
now  have  good  reason  for  satisfaction  and  re¬ 
lief  that  the  compromise  will  provide  for  one 
more  than  twice  that  size.  The  conference  bill 
authorizes  the  Federal  Government’s  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  some  30,000  acres  of  redwood  lands  in 
Humboldt  and  Del  Norte  counties  connected 
by  a  corridor  that  will  include  33  miles  of 
superbly  scenic  ocean  beach.  With  three 
existing  State  parks  of  27,468  acres,  the  com¬ 
bined  Federal-State  recreational  reserve  acted 
upon  yesterday  will  be  58,000  acres.  Donation 
of  the  State  parks  to  the  Federal  govern¬ 
ment  was  not  made  a  condition  for  estab¬ 
lishing  the  national  park,  however.  This  was 
a  wise  decision  which  will  remove  any  occa¬ 
sion  for  getting  into  a  State  political  battle 
over  the  project. 

Californians  who  have  worked  hard  for  this 
magnificent  reservation  of  redwood  lands, 
with  their  majestic  old  growth  trees,  have 
saved  a  heritage  that  does  them  honor. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  Sept.  11,  1968] 
Redwood  Victory 

The  compromise  version  of  the  Redwoods 
National  Park  BiU  worked  out  by  House- 
Senate  conferees  is  a  substantial  victory  for 
the  public  interest. 

The  58,000  acre  park  is  much  closer  to  the 
size  and  boundaries  set  forth  in  the  Senate 
bill  than  to  the  hopelessly  inadequate  mini¬ 
park  provided  in  the  House  version.  Moreover, 
the  private  lands  to  be  included  in  the  park 
have  trees  mostly  of  prime  quality  and  are 
not  the  cutover  areas  which  some  timber 
companies  had  hoped  to  fob  off  on  the  public. 

However,  because  of  insistent  pressures 
from  Georgia  Pacific  and  other  timber  com¬ 
panies,  the  park  will  be  considerably  less 
than  ideal  in  its  layout.  The  principal  groves 
of  trees  in  the  southern  section  are  tied  to 


one  another  and  to  the  state  parks  in  the 
north  by  rather  fragile,  narrow  corridors.  The 
park  will  not  be  easy  to  protect  and  ad¬ 
minister  as  a  coherent  ecological  entity  if, 
as  expected,  the  public  uses  it  intensively 
and  there  is  continued  growth  in  population 
and  economic  development  in  adjoining 
areas.  But  despite  these  potential  problems, 
the  magnificent  trees  in  Redwood  Creek 
Valley  are  very  much  worth  saving,  and  the 
conferees  deserve  credit  for  drafting  this 
satisfactory  compromise. 

The  bill  also  makes  an  important  break¬ 
through  on  the  critical  problem  of  soaring 
land  prices.  The  complete  acquisition  of 
several  new  parks  and  national  seashores  has 
been  delayed  in  recent  years  because  the 
price  of  land  has  outstripped  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  by  Congress.  This  bill  provides 
that  title  to  the  privately  held  acreage  in  the 
proposed  park  will  pass  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  when  the  President  signs  the  bill 
into  law. 

The  owners  are  to  receive  a  fair  price- 
subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  courts  if  a 
negotiated  price  cannot  be  agreed  upon — ■ 
plus  6  per  cent  interest  for  the  period  from 
enactment  of  the  law  to  the  final  financial 
settlement.  In  addition  to  stabilizing  'the 
price,  this  provision  eliminates  the  possibil¬ 
ity  that  the  timber  companies  might  choose 
to  cut  the  trees  before  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  actually  took  possession.  If  applied  to 
other  parks  in  the  future,  the  precedent 
should  go  far  to  protect  the  Government 
against  the  greed  of  land  speculators  and 
despoilers  of  the  nation’s  most  precious 
natural  resources. 


[From  the  San  Jose  (Calif.)  News,  Sept.  11, 
1968] 

Victory  on  Park 

Americans  are  going  to  get  a  good  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park  in  Northern  California 
after  all. 

A  Senate-House  conference  committee  came 
up  with  a  valid  compromise  after  the  House 
had  emasculated  the  Senate’s  earlier  version. 

The  park  will  take  in  58,000  acres.  The  sig¬ 
nificant  feature  is  that  more  than  30,000  acres 
of  this  land  now  is  in  private  ownership  and 
its  magnificent  stands  of  redwoods  would 
be  fair  game  for  the  lumberman’s  chain  saw 
unless  put  in  the  new  park.  The  remainder 
of  the  land  is  now  part  of  the  state  park 
system.  To  help  the  lumber  industry  ride  out 
the  loss  of  this  timber  country,  the  bill  au¬ 
thorizes  a  trade  that  would  open  up  for  lum¬ 
bering  about  14,000  acres  of  government- 
owned  forest. 

“I  believe  this  bill  is  one  of  the  great  con¬ 
servation  achievements  of  this  or  any  other 
Congress,”  said  Sen.  Henry  Jackson,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Senate  Interior  Committee. 

Much  of  the  credit  for  bringing  about  this 
significant  achievement  must  go  to  Califor¬ 
nia’s  Sen.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel.  It  probably  will 
be  his  last  major  contribution  as  a  senator,  as 
he  goes  out  of  office  in  January. 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  Sept.  12,  1968] 
Redwoods  Park  in  Public  Interest 

Although  far  from  the  optimum  desired  by 
many,  the  58,000-acre  California  Redwood 
National  Park  proposed  by  a  Senate-House 
conference  committee  represents  a  sound 
compromise. 

Last  year  the  Senate  gave  top-heavy  ap¬ 
proval  to  a  61,654-acre  park.  The  Johnson 
Administration  had  recommended  only  37,000 
acres,  and  the  House  slashed  the  Senate  fig¬ 
ure  to  a  hopelessly  inadequate  28,500  acres 
in  July. 

Under  this  compromise,  the  state  would  be 
asked  to  donate  the  Jedediah  Smith,  Del 
Norte  and  Prairie  Creek  parks,  with  the  two 
major  units  of  the  new  national  facility  con¬ 
nected  by  a  33 -mile  stretch  of  ocean  beach. 
Federal  land  acquisitions  would  be  spread  so 
as  to  protect  the  timber-based  economy  of 
the  area.  Federal  timber  would  be  made  avail¬ 
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able  as  compensation  for  park  quality  land 
in  some  instances. 

Private  owners  would  be  assured  a  fair 
price  under  a  new  section  inserted  into  the 
bill.  They  would  be  entitled  to  court  appeal 
if  a  negotiated  settlement  could  not  be 
reached,  and  6%  interest  would  be  paid  from 
the  time  the  law  is  enacted  until  there  is  a 
final  agreement  on  price.  That  clause  would 
also  serve  to  curtail  logging  off  of  lands  be¬ 
fore  the  government  actually  took  possession. 

Both  Sen.  Tom  Kuchel,  who  played  a  ma¬ 
jor  role  in  the  drive  for  the  national  park, 
and  Assemblyman  Edwin  L.  Z’Berg,  chairman 
of  the  Assembly  Committee  on  Natural  Re¬ 
sources,  Planning  and  Public  Works,  have 
lauded  the  compromise. 

It  is  in  the  public  interest  and  deserves 
congressional  approval  at  the  earliest  pos¬ 
sible  moment. 

The  Reagan  Administration  and  the  Legis¬ 
lature  should  also  act  promptly  in  taking 
whatever  steps  are  necessary  to  bring  the 
plan  to  fruition. 


[From  the  Sacramento  Bee,  Sept.  12,  1968] 
Kuchel,  Public  Win 

A  tremendous  double-barreled  victory  is 
registered  in  the  Redwood  National  Park 
bill  which  is  expected  to  win  easy  congres¬ 
sional  approval  before  the  end  of  the  month. 

The  first  victor  is  the  public  interest.  The 
Senate-House  conference  measure  provides 
almost  every  feature  sought  by  conservation¬ 
ists.  The  58,000-acre  park  system  in  Northern 
California  is  ample  to  preserve  this  natural 
heritage  for  all  the  generations  to  come. 

The  second  victory  is  the  personal  one  of 
United  States  Sen.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel  who 
led  the  three-year  fight  for  the  park.  In  this 
as  in  so  many  other  battles  the  California 
Republican  was  an  exemplar  of  political 
statesmanship. 

In  the  redwoods  campaign  Kuchel  fought 
not  only  for  the  recreation  and  natural 
beauty  heritage  of  this  generation  but  for 
those  voiceless  citizens  who  comprise  all  the 
generations  to  come. 

In  the  course  of  it  he  tangled  with  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  lumber  Industry  and  other 
groups  with  lobbying  muscle. 

The  people,  the  general  public  for  whom 
Kuchel  fought,  could  not  bring  to  bear  the 
same  well-organized  pressures.  Only  in  time 
will  many  of  them  come  to  appreciate  the 
momentousness  of  the  issue.  For  had  these 
priceless,  irreplaceable  monarchs  of  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  forests  been  lost,  their  like  would  not 
be  seen  again  by  man. 

Now  they  will  continue  to  stand  as  a  monu¬ 
ment  to  Kuchel’s  concern  for  tomorrow. 


[From  the  San  Francisco  Examiner,  Sept.  13, 
1968] 

Kuchel’s  Park 

The  long  battle  for  establishment  of  a 
Redwoods  National  Park  is  over,  or  nearly  so. 
A  Senate-House  conference  committee  has 
agreed  on  details;  acceptance  by  both  houses 
seems  certain. 

Much  of  the  credit  goes  to  California’s 
Sen.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel  whose  tireless  con¬ 
centration  on  the  project  defied  all  discour¬ 
agement.  Though  other  dedicated  conserva¬ 
tionists  in  the  Congress  share  the  laurels, 
this  park  can  fairly  be  described  as  a  splen¬ 
did  climax  to  Kuchel’s  outstanding  senatorial 
career. 

The  park  constitutes  an  elaborate  compro. 
mise  between  the  claims  of  ardent  conser¬ 
vationists  and  equally  ardent  timber  opera¬ 
tors.  A  compromise  can  be  defined  as  a  set¬ 
tlement  that  falls  short  of  the  ideal,  but  in 
this  case  the  shortcomings  from  both  points 
of  view  must,  in  fair  appraisal,  be  considered 
minimal. 

Sen.  Kuchel  said:  “The  bill  preserves  the 
finest  remaining  specimens  of  the  coast  red¬ 
woods  and  protects  the  timber-based  econ- 
nomy  by  spreading  the  impact  of  land  ac¬ 
quisition  among  four  companies  and  two 
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counties.  It  makes  some  additional  federal 
redwood  timberland  available  to  the  com¬ 
panies  as  compensation.” 

An  unexpected  bonus  is  the  inclusion  in 
the  park  of  a  33-mile  strip  of  wild  headlands 
and  beaches. 

The  park  will  contain  58,000  acres  com¬ 
posed  of  new  purchases  and  existing  state 
park  lands.  Management — perhaps  a  form  of 
partnership — remains  to  be  worked  out.  We 
hope  state  and  federal  authorities  can  ap¬ 
proach  this  in  the  same  spirit  of  amity  and 
concord  that  marked  their  relations  when 
the  federal  government  established  Yosemite 
National  Park  and  the  state  continued  in 
ownership  of  the  valley  floor  for  20  years. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  able  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  did  introduce  what 
I  thought  was  an  excellent  bill  to  set  up 
a  Redwood  National  Park.  The  only  re¬ 
gret  we  in  the  committee  had  was  that, 
due  to  financial  limitations,  we  simply 
could  not  provide  for  as  large  a  park  as 
the  able  Senator  from  Montana  had  in¬ 
cluded  in  his  proposal.  The  Senator  was 
of  tremendous  help  in  getting  the  bill 
through. 

I  also  wish  to  say  that  the  able  senior 
Senator  from  California,  the  distin¬ 
guished  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
committee  and  the  able  whip  for  the 
minority  [Mr.  Ktjchel],  cosponsored  the 
bill  that  is  now  before  the  Senate  for 
final  action.  It  was  a  great  privilege  and 
pleasure  for  me  to  work  with  him,  and 
for  my  staff  to  work  with  his. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  truly  a  bipartisan 
effort  to  conserve  one  of  the  Nation’s 
greatest  resources.  We  are  all  in  Senator 
Kuchel’s  debt  for  all  he  has  done  in 
helping  to  make  this  event  possible  to¬ 
day. 

I  yield  to  the  able  majority  leader. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  the  remarks  he  has  just  made 
about  the  deputy  minority  leader,  the 
senior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  I  believe  the  Jackson-Kuchel 
team  is  a  great  combination,  and  they 
have  accomplished  a  tremendous  ob¬ 
jective  in  leading  this  proposal  to  its 
present  position. 

Mr.  President,  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  is  ab¬ 
sent  momentarily  because  of  official  busi¬ 
ness.  He  has  asked  me  to  propound  some 
questions  of  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  on  his  behalf  I  am  about  to 
do  so. 

May  I  point  out  to  the  distinguished 
Senator,  on  behalf  of  Senator  Morse, 
that  the  measure  calls  for  immediate 
vesting  of  title  and  rights  to  private  land 
in  the  Federal  Government  upon  the 
signing  into  law  of  the  redwood  park 
bill.  But  the  question  of  fair  value  to  be 
paid  for  it  is  a  matter  for  negotiation 
between  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  the  private  owner.  The  bill  provides 
that  during  the  interim  between  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  and  payment  to  the 
owner,  6  percent  interest  shall  accrue  to 
the  owner.  However,  the  fifth  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  states  that  private 
property  shall  not  be  taken  without  just 
compensation,  and  interest  is  not  com¬ 
pensation. 

Can  this  method  be  said  to  meet  the 
constitutional  test  of  “just  compensa¬ 
tion”? 


Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
no  question  about  the  constitutionality 
of  the  provision  to  which  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  has  referred. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
letter  from  the  Solicitor  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  dated  September  18. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Solicitor, 

Washington,  D.C.,  September  18,  1968. 
Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  At  the  request  of  your 
staff,  we  are  taking  this  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
press  our  opinion  on  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  3(b)  of  the  Conference  Committee  Print 
on  S.  2515 — the  Redwood  Park  bill.  We  un¬ 
derstand  that  you  are  particularly  concerned, 
first,  with  the  precedents  for  a  legislative 
taking  of  real  property  for  a  public  purpose, 
and,  second,  with  the  appropriateness  of  the 
provision  relative  to  the  determination  of 
just  compensation  by  the  Court  of  Claims 
rather  than  by  a  jury. 

Section  3(b)  of  the  Conference  Committee 
print  of  S.  2515  provides  that  title  and  the 
right  to  immediate  possession  of  all  real 
property  within  the  proposed  boundaries  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park  established  by 
the  bill  “shall”  vest  in  the  United  States  on 
the  date  of  enactment  which  is  the  date  the 
President  approves  the  bill.  There  are  two 
exceptions  to  this  general  taking.  First,  the 
taking  does  not  apply  to  real  property  owned 
by  the  State  of  California  or  by  a  political 
subdivision  thereof.  Second,  the  taking  pro¬ 
vision  shall  apply  to  ownerships  of  50  acres 
or  less  only  if  (1)  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  determines  that  such  ownerships  are 
not  being  “held  or  occupied”  primarily  for 
residential  or  agricultural  purposes,  and  (2) 
the  Secretary  notifies  the  property  owner  of 
the  applicability  of  this  section  3(b)  within 
60  days  after  enactment.  We  construe  the 
term  “agricultural”  in  this  situation  as  not 
including  tree  farming,  since  the  purpose  of 
the  legislation  is  to  preserve  the  timber 
within  the  park  boundaries. 

Section  3(b)  of  the  bill  also  mandates  that 
“just  compensation  to  the  owner  of  real 
property  taken”  under  section  3(b)  of  the 
bill  "will”  be  paid  by  the  United  States.  The 
bill  establishes  two  methods  for  determin¬ 
ing  just  compensation. 

The  first  would  be  by  negotiation  with  the 
owner  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  This 
procedure  enables  these  two  parties  to  de¬ 
termine  by  mutual  agreement  the  value  of 
the  property  to  be  taken  and  enter  into  an 
agreement  to  provide  compensation  through 
the  use  of  appropriated  funds  or  through  the 
use  of  other  Federally  owned  land  in  the 
State  as  an  exchange  or  through  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  both  of  these. 

The  second  would  be  by  action  brought  by 
the  property  owner  in  the  Court  of  Claims. 

The  bill  provides  that  where  the  payment 
is  in  the  form  of  money  such  payment  will 
be  derived  from  any  “money  appropriated 
from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund”  subject  to  the  dollar  limitations  in 
section  10  of  the  Act. 

Lastly,  the  bill  provides  for  the  payment 
of  interest  “from  the  date  of  taking  to  the 
date  of  payment  therefor.” 

The  objective  of  this  section  3(b)  of  the 
bill,  as  we  recommended  it  to  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  is  (1)  to  provide  immediate  and  com¬ 
plete  protection  to  the  resource  for  which 
the  park  was  established,  namely,  the  red¬ 
woods,  through  the  prevention  of  further 
cutting,  and  (2)  to  prevent  an  escalation  of 
the  price  which,  as  experience  shows,  always 


attends  the  establishment  of  a  national  park 
or  recreation  area. 

In  our  opinion,  there  is  no  question  that 
Congress  may  take  real  property  directly  by 
legislative  action. 

The  power  of  eminent  domain  pre-dates 
the  Constitution.  It  is  a  power  that  could 
exist  independently  of  the  Constitution  in 
the  Federal  Government.  It  therefore  is  a 
power  of  the  sovereign  (see  Kohl  v.  United 
States,  91  U.S.  367  (1875);  United  States  v. 
Lynch,  188  U.S.  455  (1903) ). 

The  first  general  statute  by  Congress  au¬ 
thorizing  condemnation  in  the  Federal 
courts  was  enacted  in  1888  (see  40  U.S.C.  257) . 
Since  then,  Congress  has,  on  numerous  oc¬ 
casions,  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  acquire  property  by  condemnation. 
It  seems  clear  that  if  Congress  can  delegate 
this  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  other  heads  of  agencies.  Congress  can 
also  exercise  the  power  itself.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  Congress  has  on  several  occasions  exer¬ 
cised  this  authority,  e.g. — 

The  Act  of  May  9,  1924,  43  Stat.  117. 

The  Act  of  March  14,  1940,  54  Stat.  49. 

The  Act  of  July  30,  1941,  55  Stat.  612. 

The  Act  of  October  3,  1962,  76  Stat.  698. 

The  Act  of  October  3,  1962,  76  Stat.  704. 

In  all  of  these  cases,  whether  the  taking 
is  done  by  the  Congress  or  by  the  Secretary, 
the  only  constitutional  requirement  is  that 
the  Government  has  an  obligation  to  make 
“just  compensation”  to  the  owner  thereof. 

The  question  then  turns  on  how  just  com¬ 
pensation  is  to  be  determined.  S.  2515  pro¬ 
vides  that  such  compensation  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Court  of  Claims  in  cases  where 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  owners 
are  unable  to  agree  on  the  amount  of  the 
compensation.  We  understand  that  some 
contend  that  a  person  is  entitled  to  a  jury 
trial  on  the  issue  of  just  compensation  under 
the  seventh  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
which  provides: 

“In  suits  at  common  law,  where  the  value 
in  controversy  shall  exceed  twenty  dollars, 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  preserved, 
and  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury,  shall  be  other¬ 
wise  re-examined  in  any  Court  of  the  United 
States,  than  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
common  law.” 

The  courts,  however,  have  held  uniformly 
“that  condemnation  is  not  a  common  law 
action  and  is  not  subject  to  the  constitu¬ 
tional  guarantee  of  a  jury  trial.”  United 
States  v.  Alexander,  47  F.  Supp.  900,  912 
(1942).  (See  also  Secombe  v.  Railroad  Co.,  90 
U.S.  108  (1874);  United  States  v.  Jones,  109 
U.S.  513  (1883);  Bauman  v.  Ross,  167  U.S. 
548  (1896);  Backus  v.  Fort  Street  Union  De¬ 
pot  Co.,  169  U.S.  557  (1897);  United  States  v. 
93.970  acres  of  land,  et  al,  258  F(2)  17  (CCA 
7th,  1958) ;  Atlantic  Seaboard  Corporation  v. 
Van  Sterkenburg,  318  F(2)  455  (CCA  4, 

1963);  Bencke  v.  Weick,  275  F(2)  38  (CCA  6, 
1960) ) .  In  Backus  v.  Fort  Street  Union  Depot 
Co.,  supra,  p.  569,  the  court  said: 

“All  that  is  essential  is  that  in  some  ap¬ 
propriate  way,  before  some  properly  consti¬ 
tuted  tribunal,  inquiry  shall  be  made  as  to 
the  amount  of  compensation,  and  when  this 
has  been  provided  there  is  due  process  of  law 
which  is  required  by  the  Federal  Consti¬ 
tution.” 

Again  the  Supreme  Court  in  Bauman  v. 
Ross,  supra,  548  p.  593  held:  “By  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States,  the  estimate 
of  the  just  compensation  for  property  taken 
for  the  public  use,  under  the  right  of  emi¬ 
nent  domain,  is  not  required  to  be  made  by 
a  jury;  but  may  be  entrusted  by  Congress 
to  commissioners  appointed  by  a  court  or 
by  the  executive,  or  to  an  inquest  consisting 
of  more  or  fewer  men  than  an  ordinary  jury.” 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Congress,  in  the  case 
of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  (see  16 
U.S.C.  831),  specifically  chose  not  to  follow 
the  jury  trial  procedure.  Rather,  Congress 
directed  the  district  court  for  the  district  in 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 11047 


September  19,  1968 

which,  the  land  taken  is  located  to  appoint  3 
commissioners  “to  examine  into  the  value  of 
the  lands”  and  “generally  to  take  appropriate 
steps”  to  determine  the  value  thereof.  If  an 
exception  is  filed  to  the  commissioners 
award,  3  Federal  district  judges  shall  file 
their  own  award  and  thereupon  there  is  an 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals. 

It  is  clear  therefore  that  Congress  can  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  determination  of  just  compen¬ 
sation  by  a  system  other  than  a  jury  trial.  It 
is  also  clear  that  the  United  States  may  not 
be  sued  without  its  consent.  In  consenting  to 
such  a  suit,  “it  rests  with  Congress  to  deter¬ 
mine  not  only  whether  the  United  States 
may  be  sued,  but  in  what  courts  the  suit 
may  be  brought.”  Minnesota  v.  United  States, 
305  U.S.  382,  388  (1939) .  Congress  in  28  U.S.C. 
§  1358,  has  conferred  original  jurisdiction, 
generally,  in  the  district  courts  in  condemna¬ 
tion  actions.  In  addition.  Congress,  in  28 
U.S.C.  1491,  has  also  conferred  jurisdiction 
on  the  Court  of  Claims  “To  render  judgment 
upon  any  claim  against  the  United  States 
founded  either  upon  the  Constitution,  or  any 
Act  of  Congress.”  S.  2515  specifically  confers 
jurisdiction  on  the  latter  court  to  handle 
claims  of  just  compensation  arising  under 
section  3(b)  of  the  bill.  Further,  Rule  71A(h) 
of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Procedures 
provides  that  any  tribunal  “specifically  con¬ 
stituted  by  an  Act  of  Congress  governing  the 
case  for  the  trial  of  the  issue  of  just  compen¬ 
sation  shall  be  the  tribunal  for  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  that  issue.”  We  believe  this  is 
a  valid  exercise  of  Congress’  authority. 

We  believe  that  there  are  sound  reasons 
for  using  a  tribunal  other  than  the  jury 
trial. 

First,  the  bill  will  condemn  a  large  area 
of  very  similar  land,  involving  a  number  of 
owners.  The  Court  of  Claims  approach  af¬ 
fords  an  opportunity  to  insure  uniformity  in 
awards  and  avoid  the  inconsistency  that  the 
jury  system  tends  to  promote.  This  assures 
fairness  to  all  former  landowners  and  to  the 
Government  alike. 

Second,  the  actual  trial,  under  Court  of 
Claims  procedure  can  take  place  in  the  vi¬ 
cinity  of  the  lands.  Landowners  will  not  be 
required  to  journey  to  Washington  for  the 
trial  of  the  issue  of  just  compensation.  The 
Commissioners  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  under 
Rule  48  of  the  Court  of  Claims  Rules,  take 
evidence  at  different  times  and  different 
places  and  fix  the  place  of  trial  with  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  convenience  of  all  con¬ 
cerned. 

In  summary,  we  believe  that  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  3(b)  of  the  bill  are  within  the 
scope  of  Congress’  authority,  are  not  un¬ 
constitutional,  do  not  require  the  determi¬ 
nation  of  just  compensation  by  a  jury,  are 
consistent  with  previous  precedents,  and 
finally  are  quite  workable. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Edward  Weinberg, 

Solicitor. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  shall  quote  a  perti¬ 
nent  part  of  the  letter  which  relates  to 
the  Senator’s  question: 

In  our  opinion,  there  is  no  question  that 
Congress  may*  take  real  property  directly  by 
legislative  action. 

The  letter  goes  on  to  say  that  the 
power  of  eminent  domain  predates  the 
Constitution. 

At  the  end  of  the  letter: 

In  summary,  we  believe  that  the  provisions 
of  section  3(b)  of  the  bill  are  within  the 
scope  of  Congress’  authority,  are  not  uncon¬ 
stitutional,  do  not  require  the  determination 
of  just  compensation  by  a  jury,  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  previous  precedents,  and  finally 
are  quite  workable. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Is  it  the  opinion  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  that  this 


method  would  be  able  to  withstand  a 
court  test? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  There  is  no  question 
about  it  in  my  mind.  As  indicated  in  my 
previous  reply,  it  is  clearly  constitu¬ 
tional,  and  it  will  withstand  any  such 
test. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  When  can  an 
owner  reasonably  expect  to  receive  com¬ 
pensation  for  land  taken  under  this 
measure? 

Immediately  after  funds  are  appro¬ 
priated,  if  the  negotiations  referred  to 
in  section  3(b)(2)  work  out.  If  the 
former  property  owners  go  to  court,  pay¬ 
ment  would  be  made  when  the  judgment 
of  the  court  is  entered  and  the  funds 
are  appropriated.  If  they  negotiate  a 
land  exchange,  then  the  payment  in 
lands  available  to  the  Secretary  under 
the  act  could  be  made  as  soon  as  agree¬ 
ment  is  reached.  The  provisions  author¬ 
izing  payment  of  compensation  are 
spelled  out  in  greater  detail  in  the  bill. 
It  is  the  intent  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  owners  should  be  com¬ 
pensated  at  as  early  a  time  as  is  possible 
pursuant  to  the  procedures  available  to 
the  Secretary  and  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Would  the  Senator  per¬ 
mit  a  slight  interruption? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield  to  the  able 
senior  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  want  the  record 
affirmatively  to  show,  on  that  point,  that 
our  conference  report  specifically  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  payment  of  interest  at  the 
rate  of  6  percent  on  the  amount  subse¬ 
quently  to  be  determined  as  value,  and 
to  that  extent  represents  a  completely 
fair  disposition. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  moment  title  passes,  interest 
runs  until  a  settlement  is  achieved  and 
payment  is  made  as  a  result  of  that 
settlement  or  court  test. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  wish  to  point  out 
to  the  Senator  that  the  bill  provides  that 
jurisdiction  over  suits  contesting  fair 
value  shall  reside  in  the  Court  of  Claims. 
This  is  contrary  to  the  general  practice 
under  section  1358  of  the  United  States 
Code,  which  gives  original  jurisdiction 
to  the  local  Federal  district  court  in  cases 
involving  real  estate  taken  for  use  by  the 
Federal  Government.  The  Court  of 
Claims  is  an  administrative  court,  not 
part  of  the  Federal  judiciary. 

Why  is  this  unusual  procedure  in  the 
redwood  bill? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  first  of 
all,  title  28  of  the  United  States  Code, 
section  1358,  which  is  referred  to  by  the 
able  Senator  from  Montana,  applies  only 
in  actions  brought  by  the  United  States 
to  condemn  real  estate,  so  the  reference 
and  the  question  are  not  entirely  appro¬ 
priate.  The  act  involves  a  legislative  tak¬ 
ing  and  not  a  condemnation  proceedings. 
I  would  point  out  that  even  if  the  Court 
of  Claims  had  not  been  mentioned  in  the 
act,  they  would  still  have  jurisdiction 
under  existing  law.  The  reference  to  the 
Court  of  Claims  simply  made  it  very  clear 
as  to  that  point. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  if  we  had 
simply  provided  for  a  straight  legislative 
taking  without  granting  the  right,  or 
mentioning  judicial  review,  that  right 
would  accrue  automatically  under  exist¬ 


ing  law,  even  though  the  Court  of  Claims 
were  not  mentioned.  The  litigation  would 
still  go  to  the  Court  of  Claims. 

Also,  the  Court  of  Claims  is  not  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  court  and  is  a  part  of  the 
Federal  judiciary.  This  question  was  de¬ 
cided  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case 
of  Glidden  v.  Zdanok,  370  U.S.  530,  in 
1962. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  What  is  there  dif¬ 
ferent  about  taking  private  property  for 
a  park,  that  a  different  procedure  should 
be  used  from  that  used  for  highways,  ur¬ 
ban  renewal,  dam  reservoirs,  or  the  tak¬ 
ing  of  property  for  any  other  Federal 
use? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  might 
mention  the  overriding  reason  for  this 
course  of  action  was  the  existence  of  an 
emergency.  The  emergency,  of  course,  is 
known  throughout  the  length  and 
breadth  of  the  land.  The  emergency  re¬ 
lated  to  the  cutting  of  these  precious 
trees  which  could  take  place  even  after 
we  had  passed  a  regular  park  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill,  because  title  to  the  lands  in¬ 
volved  would  not  have  vested  in  the 
United  States. 

It  was  because  of  this  emergency  that 
the  conferees  unanimously  agreed  there 
should  be  a  legislative  taking,  placing 
title  immediately  in  the  hands  of  the 
Federal  Government  so  that  the  present 
owners  could  not  continue  to  cut  down 
trees  in  the  area  which  is  to  be  designated 
as  the  Redwood  National  Park. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Does  the  Interior 
Committee  contemplate  that  this  pro¬ 
cedure  will  be  used  in  subsequent  estab¬ 
lishment  of  national  parks,  recreational 
areas,  wildlife  refuges,  and  other  con¬ 
demnations  for  management  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  This  procedure  applies 
only  to  this  situation,  as  we  stated,  be¬ 
cause  this  is  not  a  normal  situation. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Is  this  transfer  of 
jurisdiction  desirable  in  other  cases  of 
condemnation  for  military  purposes,  for 
example,  or  highways? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  question  of  the 
able  Senator  from  Montana  is  not  ap¬ 
plicable.  There  is  no  transfer  of  juris¬ 
diction.  Also,  this  situation  is  unique  and 
the  question  propounded  was  not  before 
the  conference  committee. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  They  are  made  in 
behalf  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  understand,  and  that 
is  true  all  the  way  through.  The  questions 
propounded  in  all  instances  here  are  on 
behalf  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon. 

It  is  not  intended  in  this  particular 
situation  to  make  the  provisions  of  this 
bill  universally  applicable.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  relates  only  to  this  emergency  prob¬ 
lem.  We  will  have  to  meet  future  emer¬ 
gencies  as  they  arise,  and  determine  what 
remedy  is  best. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Is  it  the  opinion  of 
the  conferees  that  taking  jurisdiction 
away  from  the  Federal  courts  is  desirable 
because  juries  have  been  known  to  place 
a  higher  value  on  the  property  than 
someone  else  thinks  it  is  worth? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  As  to  the  first  point, 
the  bill  does  not  take  jurisdiction  away 
from  the  Federal  courts.  The  Court  of 
Claims  is  a  Federal  court  and  has  been 
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determined  to  be  an  article  HI  court  by 
the  Supreme  Court.  What  we  are  trying 
to  do  is  to  get  a  resolution  of  this  problem 
in  the  most  effective  and  in  the  most 
just  way,  considering  both  the  interests 
of  the  Federal  Government  and  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  private  owners. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Is  it  intended 
through  this  provision  to  keep  the  costs 
of  acquisition  within  the  $92  million  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  bill? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  We,  of  course,  do  want 
to  keep  within  the  appropriation  author¬ 
ization  of  $92  million,  but  there  is  no 
relationship  between  the  appropriation 
authorization  and  the  legislative  taking 
provsion. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  On  behalf  of  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Morse],  and  for  that  matter, 
on  behalf  of  the  Senate,  I  thank  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  for  his  lucid 
and  to-the-point  answers  to  the  ques¬ 
tions  raised. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield  to  the  able  and 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
outset  I  wish  to  extend  congratulations 
to  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  to  my 
senior  colleague  from  the  State  of  Cal¬ 
ifornia,  and  to  all  those  who  served  on 
the  committee,  who  have  done  this 
wonderful  job.  It  is  a  worthy  job,  and  it 
has  been  a  long  and  tedious  one.  There 
was  not  only  bipartisan  cooperation  in 
this  Chamber  but  also  I  believe  there  was 
full,  complete,  and  enthusiastic  coopera¬ 
tion  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
California,  my  good  friend  and  former 
colleague  in  another  industry,  His  Ex¬ 
cellency  Ronald  Reagan.  I  think  this  is 
an  exceptional  day  that  this  is  happen¬ 
ing  and  I  think  it  is  great  for  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  country,  present  and  future.  It 
is  the  kind  of  thing  we  all  hope  for  and 
look  forward  to. 

However,  Mr.  President,  I,  too,  must 
rise  with  a  series  of  questions  because 
of  my  interest  in  this  particular  instance 
and  the  manner  of  taking  the  land  from 
the  people.  I  may  be  repetitious  because 
I  could  not  hear  clearly  all  of  the  ques¬ 
tions  propounded.  I  heard  all  the  an¬ 
swers. 

I  heard  one  answer  that  this  was  done 
because  of  an  emergency,  an  emergency 
because  the  trees  might  be  cut. 

I  have  continually  tried  to  point  out 
in  this  Chamber — I  believe  I  made  my 
first  remarks  as  a  result  of  a  state  of  the 
Union  speech — that  the  President  had 
been  badly  misinformed. 

The  giant  redwoods  have  been  pro¬ 
tected  for  about  70  years.  No  one  has 
nor  has  anyone  had  any  other  intention 
for  many  years.  Generally  what  we  are 
talking  about  are  ordinary  redwood  for¬ 
ests  that  are  used  for  cutting  lumber. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out,  which 
is  not  generally  known,  that  these  are 
the  fastest  growing  trees.  We  have  trees 
that  have  been  growing  for  2,000  years 
and  some  longer  than  that.  The  ordinary 
tree  replaces  itself  and  grows  very 
quickly. 


I  have  gone  into  this  matter  to  discover 
that  under  the  new  system  of  reforesta¬ 
tion,  or  tree  farming  as  they  now  call  it, 
the  destruction  of  these  great  forests, 
based  on  scientific  knowledge  of  20  and 
30  years  ago  was  a  danger. 

Today  I  do  not  think  the  danger  exists 
to  the  extent  that  has  been  indicated. 

My  point  in  rising  is  to  ask  about 
the  legislative  taking  of  the  land.  I  have 
been  advised  it  is  customary  that  if  the 
Government  needs  the  land,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  gets  the  land.  Then,  one  comes  to 
the  question  of  repayment  to  the  indi¬ 
vidual  owner  of  the  land,  the  citizen  who, 
perhaps,  has  lived  there  for  years  and 
has  his  entire  fortune  in  that  land  and 
perhaps  has  a  little  farm  where  he  has 
done  a  little  lumber  cutting  himself.  His 
property  must  pass  to  the  Government 
and  there  is  the  question  of  the  proper 
price  and  value. 

I  have  been  told  that  in  the  past  it 
was  customary  in  these  matters  that  the 
representative  of  the  Government  and 
the  individual  owner  would  get  together 
and  if  they  could  not  agree  on  a  fair 
price,  then,  as  is  customary,  the  indi¬ 
vidual  and  the  Government  would  go  into 
court,  customarily  into  the  district  court, 
and  the  individual  would  have  a  right  to 
a  trial  by  jury,  or  a  trial  by  a  judge, 
whichever  he  chooses.  However,  his  right 
under  the  Constitution  in  this  matter  in¬ 
cluded  his  right  to  ask  for  a  trial  by  jury. 

In  other  words,  if  he  wished  he  could 
have  the  protection  of  the  advice,  the 
knowledge,  the  expertise  of  the  people 
of  his  area  who  would  go  into  court  and 
testify  what  they  thought  the  proper  and 
fair  value  should  be. 

In  the  committee  report,  I  have  been 
told,  there  is  an  entirely  new  provision 
which  was  not  suggested  by  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body,  which  was  not  sug¬ 
gested  by  Members  of  the  other  body, 
but  which  certaintly  appears  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  This,  in  effect,  does  some¬ 
thing  else.  When  the  Government  and 
the  individual  cannot  agree  on  the  fair 
price  to  be  paid  to  the  individual  for 
his  property,  it  is  now  sent  to  the  Court 
of  Claims  in  Washington  rather  than 
to  the  district  Federal  court  in  the  area, 
where  the  individuals  on  a  jury  would 
have  knowledge  of  and  would  be  famiilar 
with  the  local  conditions  and  would 
know  what  the  values  are. 

The  other  day — and  I  am  sorry  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Or¬ 
egon  [Mr.  Morse]  is  not  here,  but  I 
would  ask  respectfully  that  his  remarks 
be  read  very  carefully  in  the  Record,  he 
spoke  at  great  length  and  with  great 
eloquence  on  this  point.  He  said  that 
when  asked  why  this  change  had  taken 
place,  some  one  on  the  Government  side 
said,  “Well,  they  found  out  that  some 
of  the  juries  were  awarding  prices  much 
too  high.  Therefore  the  decision  was 
made  to  do  away  with  that  particular 
manner  of  ascertaining  a  fair  price  and 
bringing  it  back  to  Washington  and 
putting  it  in  the  Court  of  Claims  back 
here.” 

I  am  not  too  familiar  with  the  Court 
of  Claims,  but  I  know  one  member.  He 
is  a  lawyer  from  Chicago.  I  think  I  know 
another  one,  and  he  comes  from  Texas. 


I  am  not  sure  whether  they  have  had  any 
experience  in  the  values  of  land  in  the 
redwood  areas  we  are  talking  about. 

One  of  the  things  that  interested  me 
was  the  fact  that  no  provision  for  this 
was  in  either  the  report  of  the  House 
or  of  the  Senate.  I  would  ask  whether 
there  were  any  hearings  or  testimony 
before  this  provision  was  put  into  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  answer  to  the 
Seantor’s  question  is  “Yes.”  The  House 
did  take  testimony  on  this  specific  point. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  But  the  Senate  never 
took  testimony,  though. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  We  did  not  go  into  this 
specific  matter;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  May  I  ask,  from  the 
testimony,  who  was  in  favor  of  this 
change,  this  completely  new  departure? 
Although  my  distinguished  colleague 
said  it  is  not  the  intent  that  this  should 
set  a  precedent  in  other  matters,  there 
is  no  guarantee  that  it  will  not  set  a 
precedent,  that  this  may  not  become 
customary  in  any  manner,  in  any  in¬ 
stance  where  the  Government  wants  to 
take  over  private  property  for  any  reason 
whatsoever.  Who  is  in  favor  and  who 
suggested  this? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  Department  of  the 
Interior,  supported  this  approach  in  its 
report  of  May  11,  1968,  on  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  Secretary  Udall  also  supported 
this  approach  in  testimony  before  the 
House  Committee  in  May  1968.  All  of 
the  conferees,  House  and  Senate,  were 
unanimous  on  adopting  this  means  of 
resolving  the  problem.  It  was  adopted 
unanimously. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  May  I  ask  one  further 
question:  Does  not  this,  in  effect — and 
this  is  extremely  important — deny  the 
right  of  a  jury  trial  to  a  citizen  involved, 
in  California,  in  Oregon,  and  elsewhere, 
and  to  force  him  to  bring  his  claim  to 
Washington?  Would  that  not  work  an 
undue  hardship  on  him?  Might  it  not 
place  an  impossible  burden  on  some  of 
these  citizens? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  think  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  undoubtedly  has  in 
mind  the  seventh  amendment  to  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States  which  pro¬ 
vides  as  follows : 

In  suits  at  common  law,  where  the  value 
in  .controversy  shall  exceed  twenty  dollars, 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  preserved, 
and  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury,  shall  be  other¬ 
wise  reexamined  in  any  Court  of  the  United 
States,  than  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
common  law. 

Now,  to  read  from  the  Solicitor’s  opin¬ 
ion  which  I  previously  placed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  here  are  the  findings,  and  I  quote 
from  the  Solicitor’s  opinion  and  the  ci¬ 
tation  : 

The  courts,  however,  have  held  uniformly 
“that  condemnation  is  not  a  common  law 
action  and  is  not  subject  to  the  constitu¬ 
tional  guarantee  of  a  jury  trial.” 

Then  there  follows  a  long  list  of  ci¬ 
tations  in  support  of  this  proposition. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Washington  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Has  this  not  been  cus¬ 
tomary  over  the  years,  the  question  of 
handling  matters  before  a  jury  trial?  Is 
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this  not  a  new  departure  which  has  been 
suggested? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  This  is  a  normal  pro¬ 
cedure,  generally  speaking,  in  condem¬ 
nation  actions. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Is  it  customary?  Has  it 
been  customary? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  normal  procedure 
in  condemnation  actions  is  to  provide  for 
the  suit  to  be  instituted  in  the  district 
court  with  a  jury  trial  if  the  parties  elect 
or  if  the  defendant  elects.  But  this  is  not 
a  normal  condemnation  action.  S.  2515 
authorizes  a  legislative  taking  of  certain 
lands  within  the  park  boundaries.  In  the 
Solicitor’s  opinion,  which  I  have  placed 
in  the  Record,  there  are  five  previous 
occasions  where  Congress,  first  in  1924, 
and  then  as  late  as  October  1962,  pro¬ 
vided  for  legislative  taking — that  is, 
where  Congress  by  act  of  Congress  takes 
title  to  the  property.  Therefore,  this 
precedent  is  not  new,  in  any  respect. 

Second,  on  the  point  that  this  is  a 
special  situation  we  are  faced  with;  the 
problem  is  a  very  difficult  one.  The  Court 
of  Claims  has  had  long  experience  in 
adjudicating  complicated  land  problems. 
The  land  involved  here  is,  generally,  of 
the  same  nature. 

If  we  go  through  the  jury  process,  we 
run  into  the  problem  of  one  jury  award¬ 
ing  one  amount  for  property  and  another 
jury  another  amount  for  property  which 
is  similar.  This  lack  of  any  kind  of  uni¬ 
formity  in  the  judgments  that  would  be 
rendered  by  juries,  is  not  fair  to  the 
former  property  owners  and  was  an  ad¬ 
ditional  factor  in  our  determination. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  It  would  seem  to  me, 
with  all  due  respect  to  the  committee, 
the  conference,  the  Solicitor  General, 
and  the  fact  that  there  have  been  five 
cases  out  of  how  many,  should  we  say — 
50,000?  200,000? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  have  cited  only  five. 
I  did  not  want  to  limit  it  to  five.  Also, 
they  are  not  cases,  but  five  acts  of  Con¬ 
gress.  There  are  many  more  than  five. 
The  ones  I  have  mentioned  are  illustra¬ 
tive  of  what  has  been  done  in  recent 
times  by  act  of  Congress. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Then  this  would  be 
considered  in  this  particular  conference 
report  an  act  of  Congress, 

Mr.  JACKSON.  This  is,  indeed,  an  act 
of  Congress.  It  is  nothing  else.  It  is  a 
legislative  “taking,”  which  means,  of 
course,  that  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government  is  taking  title  to  the  prop¬ 
erties  involved  pursuant  to  an  act  of 
Congress  in  which  the  President  must 
concur. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Is  there  any  language 
that  will  protect  this  from  becoming  gen¬ 
eral  custom?  Is  this  not  a  dangerous  in¬ 
vasion  of  the  rights  of  the  individual? 
Is  this  not  what  should  be  a  very  care¬ 
fully  thought  out  progression,  in  order 
to  expedite  this  park,  which  we  all  want, 
where  the  Solicitor  General  advises,  “Fel¬ 
lows,  we  can  do  it  better  by  bringing  it 
back  to  the  court  of  claims.” 

We  have  had  hearings  and,  I  repeat, 
the  reason  for  this  suspicion  is  a  remark 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  where  he  said,  “Why  do  they  do 
that?”  He  was  told  that  in  some  cases 
the  juries  awarded  people  too  much 
money  for  their  land. 


My  concern  is  not  for  the  park  in  this 
instance.  There  will  be  a  park.  There  is 
no  question  about  that.  I  am  happy  and 
pleased  that  there  will  be  a  park,  and 
all  concerned  should  be  congratulated. 

My  concern  is  not  whether  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  gets  a  proper  amount  of  land. 
There  is  no  question  about  that.  But  I  am 
very  definitely  concerned  about  the 
lights  of  an  individual — a  lonely  individ¬ 
ual — who  is  opposed  on  the  other  side  by 
the  great,  majestic,  frightening  power 
of  the  United  States.  This  sort  of  proce¬ 
dure  is  not  the  first  instance  that  we  have 
come  across  lately.  More  and  more,  it  is 
decided  that  the  decision  shall  be  made 
in  Washington.  It  shall  be  made  by  a 
man  who  has  been  appointed,  a  man  who 
is  not  elected.  He  is  not  a  representative 
of  the  people,  really.  He  is  only  a  copart¬ 
ner  of  the  head  of  the  administration, 
and  to  him  he  owes  his  complete  allegi¬ 
ance  and  responsibility. 

I  am  greatly  concerned  that  if  this 
procedure  starts  in  this  particular  bill — 
and  it  may  spread  Lord  knows  where — ■ 
it  may  become  the  general  custom.  Based 
on  the  legal  opinion  of  the  Solicitor  Gen¬ 
eral,  suddenly  we  find  individuals  de¬ 
prived  of  one  of  the  most  precious  rights 
under  our  free  system,  the  right  of  a  jury 
trial.  This  is  my  concern. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Montana  for  the  purpose 
of  replying  to  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  for 
many  years  I  have  had  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  a  bill  to  provide  for  jury  trials  in 
condemnation  cases  and  for  jury  trials 
in  district  courts.  The  district  judge  ap¬ 
points  a  commissioner.  If  the  judge 
makes  a  ruling,  his  ruling  is  final,  with¬ 
out  a  jury  trial.  People  come  back  here 
to  the  district  court  of  appeals  on  grazing 
cases,  as  do  people  who  are  involved  in 
various  other  cases,  from  the  Senator’s 
State  and  mine.  They  have  to  come  to 
Washington.  The  junior  Senator  from 
Montana  has  objected  to  that.  Many 
times  it  is  required  in  legislation  that, 
instead  of  going  to  the  local  district 
courts,  the  appeal  under  the  Administra¬ 
tive  Procedure  Act  must  go  to  a  circuit 
court.  I  have  objected  to  that  on  the 
ground  the  Senator  from  California  has 
objected.  But  I  see  no  reason — until  we 
correct  all  those  things — not  to  take 
care  of  this  real  emergency  to  prevent 
people  from  cutting  the  redwoods  and 
follow  the  procedure  that  is  established. 
Really,  it  is  an  established  procedure.  We 
do  not  get  jury  trials  in  district  courts. 
We  do  not  get  jury  trials  in  grazing  cases. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  The  Senator  raises  the 
question  of  emergency.  We  are  trying  to 
build  a  park.  This  is  not  a  question  of 
keeping  people  from  cutting  trees.  The 
trees  involved  replace  themselves  very 
quickly.  We  are  not  talking  about  the 
giants  that  have  been  protected  in  my 
State  for  50  or  60  or  70  years.  I  am  part 
owner  in  one  grove.  I  think  I  own  half 
a  tree.  They  are  wonderful  trees.  They 
are  not  big.  They  are  not  over  200  or  250 


feet  tall.  But  the  majority  of  land  we  are 
talking  about  is  used  for  trees  for  lum¬ 
bering.  Those  trees  replace  themselves 
very  quickly.  So  the  emergency  is  not 
that  great.  As  an  old  outdoorsman,  I 
would  never  think  of  camping  in  the  red¬ 
woods,  because  by  midnight  we  would  be 
covered  by  mildew;  it  is  so  damp  in  there. 
I  am  for  building  this  park  to  preserve 
what  is  a  great  heritage,  but  I  do  not 
think  it  is  necessary,  in  getting  the  park 
built  properly  and  put  together  properly, 
to  take  a  chance  on  destroying  the  right 
of  our  people  to  a  jury  trial  simply  on  the 
suggestion  of  the  Solicitor  General,  who, 
I  am  told,  has  been  urged  and  prompted 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  get 
this  done. 

I  know  something  of  the  actions  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  I  know  some¬ 
thing  of  his  other  plans.  I  am  going  to 
object  to  them.  I  have  had  experience 
with  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and 
what  the  Solicitor  General  and  his  assist¬ 
ant  said  Congress  meant,  which  was  not 
what  Congress  intended.  I  asked  if  I 
could  borrow  his  lawyer  so  they  would 
understand  what  we  meant  by  the  legis¬ 
lation.  He  said  “No,”  he  would  not  pro¬ 
vide  me  with  the  lawyer;  I  would  have 
to  get  my  own  lawyer. 

So  I  want  to  point  out  this  danger.  I 
want  to  be  certain  that  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Oregon,  who  is  vitally 
interested  in  this  matter,  are  brought  to 
the  attention  of  this  body.  That  is  my 
only  purpose. 

I  believe,  to  achieve  my  purpose  to  the 
best  of  my  ability,  so  I  do  not  take  any 
more  time  of  this  body — I  do  not  mean 
to  impede — I  should  only  add  that  this 
conference  report,  without  origin  in  the 
House  and  without  origin  in  the  Senate, 
but  with  origin  in  the  executive  branch, 
certainly  shows  a  new  way  with  legisla¬ 
tive  opinion.  As  one  who  believes  in 
the  complete  separation  of  the  three 
branches  of  government,  more  firmly 
now  because  of  present  activities  and 
considerations  than  ever  before,  I  felt 
compelled  to  rise  and  point  this  out.  I  do 
not  think  the  emergency  is  so  great.  I 
am  sure  the  park  will  be  put  together, 
but  I  think  the  rights  of  individuals  must 
be  carefully  preserved.  They  get  eroded. 
In  my  lifetime  I  have  seen  them  disap¬ 
pear.  What  happened?  We  do  not  know. 
I  give  as  an  instance  the  rights  of  the 
people  in  Czechoslovakia.  They  were  not 
cautious  and  careful.  One  day  their 
rights  are  gone.  They  try  to  get  a  few 
back.  They  are  trampled  under  the  heel. 
This  is  the  very  thing  I  came  here  to 
protect.  I  shall  not  take  any  more  time. 
I  congratulate  my  colleague  on  the  great 
job  he  has  done,  and  I  rest  my  case. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  able  junior  Senator  from  California 
for  his  comments.  I  must  say  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  raised  questions  that  should  be 
raised  and  should  be  answered.  The 
Record  will,  in  my  judgment,  disclose  the 
answers  to  these  questions. 

I  want  to  reiterate  the  point  that  the 
right  of  jury  trial  in  cases  of  this  nature, 
did  not  come  up  just  now.  The  question 
was  decided  as  early  as  1883  in  United 
States  against  Jones,  where  it  was  held 
that  there  was  no  absolute  right  tcrarjUT? 
trial.  That  case  was  decided  in  1883.  So 
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the  law  has  been  settled  on  this  very 
point  from  time  immemorial,  almost. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
I  can  allay  some  of  the  apprehension  of 
my  friend  and  colleague  from  California 
on  the  question  he  has  raised.  In  order 
to  do  so,  I  want  to  take  a  moment  or 
two  to  sketch  a  little  background. 

A  prior  Congress,  a  number  of  years 
ago,  authorized  the  creation  of  a  Na¬ 
tional  Seashore  in  our  State  of  Califor¬ 
nia.  It  relied  on  the  best  estimates  avail¬ 
able  as  to  the  amounts  of  money  the 
property  was  worth.  It  authorized  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  acquire  that 
property  either  by  agreement  or  by  law¬ 
suit.  Speculators  swooped  in  on  that  area, 
Mr.  President,  intent  on  making  a  fast 
buck.  They  took  every  conceivable  par¬ 
cel  of  property  in  the  park  area  they 
could  get  their  hands  on.  They  subdi¬ 
vided  the  land,  they  built  homes  and  sold 
them  on  a  speculative  basis.  Prices  of 
land  in  that  whole  area  were  inflated. 
Today  I  regret  with  all  my  heart,  that 
Point  Reyes  National  Seashore  has  not 
come  into  its  own  because  the  $19  million 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  bought  less 
than  one-half  of  the  land  at  inflated 
speculative  values. 

Prom  the  beginning,  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  interested  in  the  creation  of  a 
National  Redwood  Park.  I  did  not  want 
speculators  to  have  a  chance  to  inflate 
value.  The  problem  of  getting  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  to  agree  was 
for  a  long  time  almost  insurmountable. 
Opposition  was  potent.  And  among  con¬ 
servation  groups  there  were  conflicting 
opinions  on  what  and  where  the  park 
should  be.  The  price  tag  for  a  meaningful 
park  became,  obviously,  an  important 
factor.  But,  back  of  everything  else,  those 
of  us  who  believed  that  the  public  inter¬ 
est  warranted — indeed,  required — saving 
the  redwoods,  realized  that  we  were  ap¬ 
proaching  the  last,  clear  chance  to 
achieve  it. 

Many  Senators  on  the  Democratic  side, 
and  the  Republican  side,  Including  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf],  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Case],  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits]  and  others,  wanted  a  park. 
There  was  some  disagreement,  even 
among  those  who  sponsored  the  park, 
as  I  say  as  to  how  big  it  should  be,  where 
it  should  be  located,  what  kind  of  trees, 
and  what  kind  of  land  should  be  included, 
and  how  much  money  should  be  spent. 

Finally,  we  did  obtain  a  general  agree¬ 
ment  in  conference.  After  agreement  on 
size,  location,  approximate  cost  were 
had,  the  problem  remained:  What  is  the 
best,  most  feasible,  and  most  economi¬ 
cal  fashion  for  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  to  acquire  this  property? 
Should  we  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  take  the  matter  to  court,  and 
meanwhile  let  title  remain  in  the  private 
owners,  with  the  terrible  hazard  that, 
once  again,  speculators  would  cause  the 
value  of  that  property  to  skyrocket? 

'  "Should  we  leave  the  trees  we  seek  to 
protect  in  jeopardy  of  being  cut  before 


condemnation  proceedings  begin?  Or 
should  we,  as  this  conference  did,  provide 
that  Congress,  by  statute,  transfer  title 
to  the  property  involved,  to  the  people  of 
the  United  States?  We  chose  the  latter 
method.  Title  will  pass  on  the  signing  by 
the  President  of  this  conference  report. 

There  is  nothing  new  or  novel  about 
that  procedure.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is,  Congress  many  years  ago  authorized 
a  legislative  taking  of  Indian  lands  in 
California  with  respect  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  gigantic  Central  Valleys 
project.  Water  rights  were  also  taken 
for  that  project  without  the  filing  of  a 
declaration  of  taking.  For  both  the  In¬ 
dians  and  the  landowners  asserting 
water  rights,  the  Court  of  Claims  was 
the  only  court  having  jurisdiction  to 
determine  the  liability  of  the  United 
States  to  compensate  its  citizens. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  on  the  question  of  a  legislative  tak¬ 
ing,  representatives  of  the  major  com¬ 
panies  involved  informally  agreed  to  an 
immediate  taking.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  they  had  no  objection  to  it. 
It  later  developed,  however,  that  at  least 
one  of  the  companies  did  not  like  the 
provision  about  the  Court  of  Claims. 
However,  if  we  had  simply  provided  for 
a  legislative  taking,  without  reference 
to  the  question  of  jurisdiction  it  auto¬ 
matically  would  have  been  the  Court  of 
Claims  on  the  basis  of  existing  law  au¬ 
thorizing  suits  against  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  As  to  cases  involving 
over  $10,000,  the  Senator  is  correct. 
Jurisdiction  is  in  the  Court  of  Claims, 
and  no  other  place,  cases  under  $10,000 
could  have  come  to  the  district  court 
under  28  United  States  Code,  section 
1346. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  That  is  right.  All  we 
did  was  write  into  the  act  that  which  is 
already  the  law. 

As  it  said  earlier,  the  companies 
involved  had  agreed,  according  to  the 
information  passed  on  to  me,  that  it 
would  meet  with  their  approval,  if  we 
passed  a  bill  providing  for  a  legislative 
taking. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
completely  correct,  and  the  point  he 
makes,  Mr.  President,  should  be  persua¬ 
sive  to  all  of  us. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  This  is  the  informa¬ 
tion,  the  Senator  will  recall,  that  was 
given  to  us  in  conference  when  this  ques¬ 
tion  was  discussed. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  indeed;  and  when 
the  legislative  taking  is  approved  by  Con¬ 
gress,  and  signed  into  law  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  under  the  law  there  is  only  one 
forum  in  which  any  issue  over  value  for 
the  parcels  subject  to  the  legislative  tak¬ 
ing  can  be  tested  and  resolved,  and  that 
is  the  Court  of  Claims. 

I  sincerely  believe  that  what  the  con¬ 
ference,  under  the  leadership  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  committee  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  the 
great  assistance  of  the  Senator  from 
Washington  was  able  to  agree  upon  here, 
is  completely  in  the  public  interest,  and 
does  not  frustrate  the  constitutional 
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rights  of  any  person,  or  our  fellow 
citizens. 

I  have  listened  with  interest  to  descrip¬ 
tions  of  the  Court  of  Claims  as  an  “ad¬ 
ministrative  court”  subject  to  the 
vagaries  of  politics  and  passing  out 
second-class  justice.  The  Court  of  Claims 
is  perhaps  as  little  understood  as  the 
technique  of  “inverse  condemnation”  or 
“legislative  taking”  which  we  use  on  this 
bill.  Both  have  roots  deep  in  history. 

To  clarify  one  misconception,  land- 
owners  will  have  their  hearings  closer  to 
home  under  our  bill  than  they  would  if 
the  conference  had  adopted  a  special  ex¬ 
ception  to  normal  procedures  and  placed 
these  inverse  condemnation  actions  in 
the  Federal  district  court.  A  Court  of 
Claims  Commissioner  will  conduct  hear¬ 
ings  in  the  locale  where  the  property  is 
located,  but  the  Federal  district  court  is 
nearly  300  miles  away  in  San  Francisco. 

The  actions  in  the  Court  of  Claims  will 
be  under  the  Tucker  Act,  28  United  States 
Code,  section  1491,  which  was  enacted 
over  80  years  ago.  To  clarify  any  misun¬ 
derstanding  about  the  functions  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  or  the  regularity  of 
Tucker  Act  proceedings,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  excerpts  from  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Glidden 
Company  v.  Zdanok,  370  U.S.  530,  552 
(1962)  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

VI 

A.  Court  of  Claims. — The  Court  of  Claims 
was  created  by  the  Act  of  February  24,  1855, 
c.  122,  10  Stat.  612,  primarily  to  relieve  the 
pressure  on  Congress  caused  by  the  volume  of 
private  bills.  As  an  innovation  the  court  was 
at  first  regarded  as  an  experiment,  and  some 
of  its  creators  were  reluctant  to  give  it  all 
the  attributes  of  a  court  by  making  Its  judg¬ 
ments  final;  instead  it  was  authorized  to  hear 
claims  and  report  its  findings  of  fact  and 
opinions  to  Congress,  together  with  drafts 
of  bills  designed  to  carry  its  recommenda¬ 
tions  into  effect.  §  7,  10  Stat.  613;  see  Cong. 
Globe,  33d  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  70-72  (1854)  (re¬ 
marks  of  Senators  Brodhead  and  Hunter) . 
From  the  outset,  however,  a  majority,  of  the 
court’s  proponents  insisted  that  its  judges 
be  given  life  tenure  as  a  means  of  assuring 
independence  of  judgment,  and  their  pro¬ 
posal  won  acceptance  in  the  Act.  §  1,  10  Stat. 
612;  see  Cong.  Globe,  33d  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  71, 
108-109  (Senator  Hunter);  72  (Senator  Clay¬ 
ton);  106  (Senator  Brodhead);  110  (Senator 
Pratt);  114,  902  (the  votes).  Indeed  there 
are  substantial  indications  in  the  debates 
that  Congress  thought  it  was  establishing  a 
court  under  Article  III.  Cong.  Globe,  33d 
Cong.,  2d  Sess.  108-109  (Senator  Hunter); 
110-111  (Senator  Pratt);  111  (Senator  Clay¬ 
ton);  113  (Senators  Stuart  and  Douglas). 

By  the  end  of  1861,  however,  it  was  ap¬ 
parent  that  the  limited  powers  conferred 
on  the  court  were  insufficient  to  relieve  Con¬ 
gress  from  the  laborious  necessity  of  exam¬ 
ining  the  merits  of  private  bills.  In  his  State 
of  the  Union  message  that  year,  President 
Lincoln  recommended  that  the  legislative 
design  to  provide  for  the  independent  ad¬ 
judication  of  claims  against  the  United 
States  be  brought  to  fruition  by  making  the 
judgments  of  the  Court  of  Claims  final.  The 
pertinent  text  of  his  address  is  as  follows, 
Cong.  Globe,  87th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.,  Appendix, 
p.  2: 

“It  is  as  much  the  duty  of  Government 
to  render  prompt  justice  against  itself,  in 
favor  of  citizens,  as  it  is  to  administer  the 
same  between  private  individuals.  The  in- 
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vestigation  and  adjudication  of  claims.  In 
their  nature  belong  to  the  judicial  depart¬ 
ment.  ...  It  was  intended  by  the  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Court  of  Claims  mainly  to 
remove  this  branch  of  business  from  the 
Halls  of  Congress;  but  while  the  court  has 
proved  to  be  an  effective  and  valuable  means 
of  investigation,  it  In  great  degree  fails  to 
effect  the  object  of  its  creation,  for  want 
of  power  to  make  its  judgments  final.” 

By  the  Act  of  March  3,  1863,  c.  92,  §  5,  12 
Stat.  765,  766,  Congress  adopted  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  recommendation  and  made  the 
court’s  judgments  final,  with  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  provided  in  certain  cases. 
The  significance  of  this  nearly  contempo¬ 
raneous  enactment  for  the  light  it  sheds  on 
the  aims  of  the  1855  Congress  is  apparent. 

There  was  one  further  impediment.  Sec¬ 
tion  14  of  the  1863  Act,  12  Stat.  768,  pro¬ 
vided  that  ‘‘no  money  shall  be  paid  out  of 
the  treasury  for  any  claim  passed  upon  by 
the  court  of  claims  till  after  an  appropria¬ 
tion  therefor  shall  be  estimated  for  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury.”  In  Gordon  v. 
United  States,  2  Wall.  561,  this  Court  re¬ 
fused  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Claims  because  it  construed  that  section  as 
giving  the  Secretary  a  revisory  authority 
over  the  court  inconsistent  with  its  exercise 
of  judicial  power.  Congress  promptly  re¬ 
pealed  the  offensive  section,  Act  of  March 
17,  1866,  c.  19,  §  1,  14  Stat.  9,  once  again 
exhibiting  its  purpose  to  liberate  the  Court 
of  Claims  from  itself  and  the  Executive. 
Thereafter,  the  Supreme  Court  promulgated 
rules  governing  appeals  from  the  court,  3 
Wall,  vii-viii,  and  took  jurisdiction  under 
them  for  the  first  time  in  De  Groot  v.  United 
States,  5  Wall.  419. 

The  early  appeals  entertained  by  the 
Court  furnish  striking  evidence  of  its  under¬ 
standing  that  the  Court  of  Claims  had  been 
vested  with  judicial  power.  In  De  Groot  the 
court  had  been  given  jurisdiction  by  special 
bill  only  after  the  passage  of  two  private 
bills  had  failed  to  produce  agreement  by 
administrative  officials  upon  adequate  rec¬ 
ompense.  This  Court  was  thus  presented 
with  a  vivid  illustration  of  the  ways  in 
which  the  same  matter  might  be  submitted 
for  resolution  to  a  legislative  committee,  to 
an  executive  officer,  or  to  a  court,  Murray’s 
Lessee,  supra,  and  nevertheless  accepted  ap¬ 
pellate  jurisdiction  over  what  was,  neces¬ 
sarily,  an  exercise  of  the  judicial  power 
which  alone  it  may  review.  Marbury  v.  Madi¬ 
son,  1  Cranch  137,  174-175. 

After  the  repeal  of  §  14,  the  Court  was 
quick  to  protect  the  Court  of  Claims’  judg¬ 
ments  from  executive  revision.  In  United 
States  v.  O’Grady,  22  Wall,  641,  a  judgment 
had  been  diminished  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  an  amount  equal  to  a  ‘tax  as- 
sertedly  due,  although  the  United  States  had 
not  pleaded  a  set-off  as  it  was  entitled  by  the 
1863  Act  to  do.  The  Court  of  Claims  and  this 
Court  on  appeal  held  the  deduction  un¬ 
warranted  in  law,  with  the  following  per¬ 
tinent  closing  observation: 

“Should  it  be  suggested  that  the  judgment 
in  question  was  rendered  in  the  Court  of 
Claims,  the  answer  to  the  suggestion  is  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  from 
which  no  appeal  is  taken,  is  just  as  con¬ 
clusive  under  existing  laws  as  the  judgment 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  until  it  is  set  aside  on 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial.” 

Like  views  abound  in  the  early  reports.  In 
United  States  v.  Union  Pacific  R.  Co.,  98  U.S. 
569,  603,  for  example,  referring  to  Article 
III,  the  Court  said: 

“Congress  has,  under  this  authority,  created 
the  district  courts,  the  circuit  courts,  and 
the  Court  of  Claims,  and  vested  each  of  them 
with  a  defined  portion  of  the  judicial  power 
found  in  the  Constitution.” 

Such  remained  the  view  of  the  Court  as 
late  as  Miles  v.  Graham,  268  U.S.  501,  decided 
in  1925.  There  it  was  held,  on  the  authority 
of  Evans  v.  Gore,  253  U.S.  245,  that  the  salary 


of  a  Court  of  Claims  judge  appointed  even 
after  enactment  of  the  taxing  statute  in 
question  was  not  subject  to  such  diminution. 
Although  the  case  was  afterwards  overruled 
on  this  point,  O’Malley  v.  Woodrough,  307 
U.S.  277,  283,  what  is  of  continuing  interest 
is  the  Court’s  reliance  in  Miles  upon  Evans 
v.  Gore,  where  Mr.  Justice  Van  Devanter  for 
the  Court  devoted  six  full  pages  to  recitation 
of  the  importance  of  the  guarantees  of  tenure 
and  salary  contained  in  Article  III.  How  it 
was  possible  to  say  in  Bakelite,  279  U.S.,  at 
455,  that  the  Court  in  Miles,  decided  only 
five  years  after  Evans  and  with  copious 
quotation  from  it,  was  unaware  of  the 
crucial  question  whether  Article  III  ex¬ 
tended  its  protection  to  a  judge  of  the  Court 
of  Claims,  is  very  difficult  to  understand. 

In  actuality,  the  Court’s  per -Bakelite  view 
of  the  Court  of  Claims  is  supported  by  the 
evidence  of  increasing  confidence  placed  in 
that  tribunal  by  Congress.  The  Tucker  Act, 
§  1,  24  Stat.  505  (1887),  now  28  U.S.C.  §  1491, 
greatly  exanded  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
by  authorizing  it  to  adjudicate. 

“All  claims  founded  upon  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States  or  any  law  of 
Congress,  except  for  pensions,  or  upon  any 
regulation  of  an  Executive  Department,  or 
upon  any  contract,  express  or  implied,  with 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  for 
damages,  liquidated  or  unliquidated,  in  cases 
not  sounding  in  tort,  in  respect  of  which 
claims  the  party  would  be  entitled  to  redress 
against  the  United  States  either  in  a  court 
of  law,  equity,  or  admiralty  if  the  United 
States  were  suable.  . .” 

All  of  the  cases  within  this  grant  of  ju¬ 
risdiction  arise  either  immediately  or  poten¬ 
tially  under  federal  law  within  the  meaning 
of  Art.  Ill,  §  2.  Osborn  v.  Bank  of  the  United 
States,  9  Wheat.  738,  818-819,  823-825;  see 
Clearfield  Trust  Co.  v.  United  States,  318 
U.S.  363;  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corp.  v. 
Merrill,  332  U.S.  380;  Mishkin,  The  Federal 
“Question”  in  the  District  Courts,  53  Col.  L. 
Rev.  157,  184—196.  The  cases  heard  by  the 
Court  have  been  as  intricate  and  far-rang¬ 
ing  as  any  coming  within  the  federal-ques¬ 
tion  jurisdiction,  28  U.S.C.  §  1331,  of  the 
District  Courts.  E.g.,  Causby  v.  United  States, 
104  Ct.  Cl.  342,  60  F.  Supp.  751,  remanded 
for  further  findings,  328  U.S.  256  (eminent 
domain) ;  Lovett  v.  United  States,  104  Ct.  Cl. 
557,  66  F.  Supp.  142,  aff’d,  328  U.S.  303  (bill 
of  attainder) ;  Shapiro  v.  United  States,  107 
Ct.  Cl.  650,  69  F.  Supp.  205  (military  due 
process).  In  none  of  these  cases,  nor  in 
others,  could  it  well  be  suggested  that  the 
Court  of  Claims  had  adjudged  the  issues,  no 
matter  how  important  to  the  Government, 
otherwise  than  dispassionately. 

Indeed  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  the 
Court  of  Claims  has  been  constituted  as  it  is 
precisely  to  the  end  that  there  may  be  a  tri¬ 
bunal  specially  qualified  to  hold  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  strict  legal  accounting. 

From  the  beginning  it  has  been  given 
jurisdiction  only  to  award  damages,  not 
specific  relief.  United  States  v.  Alire,  6  Wall. 
573;  United  States  v.  Jones,  131  U.S.  1;  see 
Schwartz  and  Jacoby,  Government  Litigation 
(tentative  ed.  19,60),  123-126.  No  question 
can  be  raised  of  Congress’  freedom,  consist¬ 
ently  with  Article  III,  to  impose  such  a  lim¬ 
itation  upon  the  remedial  powers  of  a  fed¬ 
eral  court.  Lauf  v.  E.  G.  Shinner  &  Co.,  303 
U.S.  323,  330  (Norris-LaGuardia  Act) .  But 
far  from  serving  as  a  restriction,  this  limita¬ 
tion  has  allowed  the  Court  of  Claims  a  great¬ 
er  freedom  than  is  enjoyed  by  other  federal 
courts  to  inquire  into  the  legality  of  govern¬ 
mental  action.  See  Larson  v.  Domestic  &  For¬ 
eign  Commerce  Corp.,  337  U.S.  682,  703-704; 
Malone  v.  Bowdoin,  369  U.S.  643;  Brenner, 
Judicial  Review  by  Money  Judgment  in  the 
Court  of  Claims,  21  Fed.  B.  J.  179  (1961) . 

“If  there  are  such  things  as  political 
axioms,”  said  Alexander  Hamilton,  “the 
propriety  of  the  judicial  power  of  a  govern¬ 
ment  being  coextensive  with  its  legislative, 
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may  be  ranked  among  the  number.”  The  Fed¬ 
eralist,  No.  80  (Wright  ed.  1961),  at  500.  His 
sentiments  were  not  ignored  by  the  Framers 
of  Article  III.  The  Randolph  plan,  which 
formed  the  basis  of  that  article,  called  for  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  national  judiciary  coex¬ 
tensive  in  authority  with  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches.  IV  Farrand,  The  Records 
of  the  Federal  Convention  (rev.  ed.  1937) , 
47^48.  For,  as  Hamilton  observed,  a  chief  de¬ 
fect  of  the  Confederation  had  been  “.  .  .  the 
want  of  a  judiciary -power.  Laws  are  a  dead 
letter  without  courts  to  expound  and  define 
their  true  meaning  and  operation.”  The  Fed¬ 
eralist,  No.  22  (Wright  ed.  1961),  at  197.  But 
because  of  the  barrier  of  sovereign  immunity, 
the  laws  controlling  governmental  rights  and 
obligations  could  not  for  years  obtain  a  fully 
definitive  exposition.  The  creation  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  can  be  viewed  as  a  fulfill¬ 
ment  of  the  design  of  Article  III. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  wish  to  pay  my  re¬ 
spects  to  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  California  for  the  exemplary  job 
he  has  done  in  furthering  the  interests 
of  all  of  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
by  protecting  this  great  redwoods  area. 
I  had  the  rare  privilege  and  opportunity 
to  serve  as  one  of  the  conferees,  and  I 
can  see  that  every  consideration,  in  my 
judgment,  was  given  to  all  of  the  various 
interests;  and  they  were  conglomerate 
in  nature.  They  represented  private  in¬ 
terests,  purists  who  were  concerned  only 
with  the  protection  of  the  redwoods,  and 
a  much  broader  area  than  either  of  those, 
that  of  the  majority  of  the  people  of 
the  United  States,  who,  with  their  chil¬ 
dren  and  their  children’s  children,  will 
reap  the  benefits  that  were  assured  by 
the  approval  of  this  bill  by  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee. 

Mr.  President,  ‘as  a  member  of  the 
conference  committee,  it  is  my  great 
pleasure  to  urge  the  adoption  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  The  Redwood  National1 
Park  provided  for  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  a  great  step  toward  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  one  of  the  unique  areas  in  our 
Nation.  It  is  a  national  park  we  can  all 
be  proud  of.  The  majestic  redwood  is  one 
of  the  most  magnificent  sights  in  the 
world.  This  legislation  insures  that  the 
area  containing  the  most  outstanding 
redwoods  would  be  preserved  in  its  nat¬ 
ural  state  for  all  times. 

The  legislation  recommended  in  the 
conference  report  would  establish  a 
meaningful  national  park.  It  would  in¬ 
clude  three  great  State  parks  and  add  to 
them  the  most  inspiring  stands  of  red¬ 
wood  which  still  remain  in  private  own¬ 
ership.  The  inclusion  of  the  entire  wa¬ 
tershed  of  Lost  Man  Creek  and  Little 
Lost  Man  Creek  have  great  importance 
to  ecologists.  They  will  be  able  to  study 
life  within  a  complete  watershed  which 
is  totally  unaffected  by  outside  influences. 

The  proposed  costs  of  establishing 
Redwood  National  Park  is  a  realistic  ap¬ 
praisal.  The  conference  committee  has 
taken  great  pains  to  insure  that  funds 
will  be  allotted  fairly  and  that  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  Redwood  National  Park 
will  not  be  detrimental  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  national  parks  and  national 
monuments  in  other  worthy  areas.  We 
feel  that  the  cost  of  this  park  is  justified 
by  its  value  to  the  Nation  as  one  of  the 
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unique  areas  which  should  be  preserved 
for  future  generations. 

This  legislation  is  a  fine  example  of 
what  the  Federal  Government  can  ac¬ 
complish  through  cooperation  with  State 
and  local  governments.  In  addition  to 
including  present  State  parks  within  the 
Redwood  National  Park,  the  bill  before 
us  will  make  available  certain  govern¬ 
ment  lands  for  private  ownership  and 
thus  help  compensate  for  private  lands 
included  within  the  national  park.  This 
exchange  not  only  will  greatly  reduce 
the  cash  outlay  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  but  will  also  minimize  any  possible 
harmful  effects  which  this  legislation 
will  have  on  the  local  economy  of  north¬ 
ern  California. 

I  am  proud  to  have  served  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  conference  committee  and  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  establishment  of  Redwood 
National  Park  will  be  considered  one  of 
the  notable  achievements  of  the  90th 
Congress. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
his  generous  personal  comment.  His  as¬ 
sistance,  as  a  conferee,  in  the  fashioning 
of  this  report  wTas  splendid  and  most 
helpful.  He  and  I  may  take  considerable 
pride  that  all  of  us  on  the  conference,  Re¬ 
publicans  and  Democrats,  House  and 
Senate,  agreed  on  what  has  been  brought 
before  the  Senate.  We  were  unanimous. 
I  thank  my  able  friend  very  much. 

Mr.  President,  I  express  to  the  Senate 
a  keen  sense  of  personal  gratification 
that  the  dream  of  a  National  Redwood 
Park  is  about  to  become  a  reality.  It  has 
been  a  long  fight,  and,  sometimes,  acri¬ 
monious  and  bitter.  Opposition  to  a  red¬ 
wood  park  has  been  powerful  and  im¬ 
posing.  Beyond  that,  among  those  who 
yearned  for  the  establishment  of  a  park, 
there  existed  serious  divergencies  of  view 
as  to  what  kind  of  a  park  they  desired, 
how  large  it  should  be,  and  where  it 
should  be  located. 

But  the  differences,  finally,  have  been 
composed,  the  opposition  has  been  over¬ 
come,  and,  from  the  Senate-House  con¬ 
ference,  there  comes  to  us  a  proposal  to 
establish  at  once  a  superb  national  park 
of  majestic  redwood  forests.  In  most  re¬ 
spects,  it  is  similar  to  the  bill  I  coau¬ 
thored  earlier.  Differences  of  opinion 
have  been  admirably  composed.  This  re¬ 
port,  now  to  be  approved,  represents  an 
imposing  milestone  in  American  conser¬ 
vation. 

During  the  90  th  Congress,  we  have 
either  passed,  or  will  by  the  end  of  this 
session  pass,  legislation  to  assure  ade¬ 
quate  funding  of  conservation  programs, 
a  national  trails  bill,  the  first  additions 
to  the  wilderness  system  under  the 
Wilderness  Act  of  1964,  a  wild  rivers  bill, 
the  North  Cascades  National  Park  in 
Washington,  and  legislation  before  us 
today  which  will  create  a  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park. 

Surely  the  redwood  issue  has  focused 
the  conflict  of  conservation  in  the  1960’s 
most  clearly.  Never  before  has  Congress 
preserved  in  a  national  park  an  asset 
of  such  great .  commercial  value,  and 
never  before  has  a  national  park  been 
created  when  the  competing  demands  of 
exploitative  use  have  been  so  vigorously 
and  persuasively  advocated.  Surely  the 
passage  of  this  bill  to  create  a  Redwood 


National  Park  is  the  climax  of  conserva¬ 
tion’s  greatest  year. 

The  struggle  to  preserve  the  finest  red¬ 
wood  stands  began  just  a  half  century 
ago  when  the  Save-the-Redwoods  League 
was  founded.  Through  50  years  of  co¬ 
operation  between  that  organization,  the 
Rockefeller  family,  and  the  State  of 
California,  a  magnificent  State  park  sys¬ 
tem  has  been  established  to  preserve  the 
redwoods.  The  names  of  the  men  whose 
vision  has  built  those  parks — Grant, 
Mather,  Osborne,  Merriam,'  Chaney, 
Drury — ring  through  the  groves  of 
Jedediah  Smith  State  Park  and  the 
Rockefeller  Forest  in  Humboldt  County. 

After  a  1964  study  of  the  redwoods  by 
the  National  Park  Service  under  a  Na¬ 
tional  Geographic  Society  grant,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  early  in  1966 
proposed  a  39,264-acre  Redwood  National 
Park  composed  of  the  entire  Mill  Creek 
Watershed  in  Del  Norte  County,  Calif., 
plus  a  1,600-acre  tall  trees  unit  on  Red¬ 
wood  Creek  in  Humboldt  County.  I  in¬ 
troduced  that  bill  as  S.  2962  in  the  89th 
Congress  and  again  as  S.  1370  in  the 
90th  Congress.  Some  believe  that  the 
most  significant  redwoods  are  in  the 
Redwood  Creek  area  in  Humboldt  County 
south  of  Del  Norte  County,  and  their 
proposal  was  represented  by  amendment 
487  to  S.  2962  in  the  89th  Congress  and 
by  S.  514  in  the  90th  Congress.  In  an 
effort  to  reconcile  as  many  of  the  con¬ 
flicting  interests  as  possible  and  with  a 
view  to  preserving  the  most  significant 
and  beautiful  old  growth  redwoods  for 
all  time,  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  and  I,  in  1967,  proposed  a  park  to 
span  both  counties,  a  park  of  64,000  acres 
in  the  watersheds  of  Mill  Creek,  Red¬ 
wood  Creek,  Lost  Man  Creek,  Little  Lost 
Man  Creek,  and  Skunk  Cabbage  Creek, 
and  incorporating  three  of  California’s 
State  parks,  Jedediah  Smith  Redwoods 
State  Park,  Del  Norte  Redwoods  State 
Park,  and  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State 
Park,  within  its  boundaries. 

That  bill,  S.  2515,  was  adopted  by  the 
Senate  on  November  1,  1967.  In  urging 
the  Senate  to  adopt  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  version  of  S.  2515  now  before 
us  I  can  assert  with  pleasure  that  this 
fine  bill  embodies  nearly  all  of  the  fea¬ 
tures  which  were  vital  to  the  bill  which 
the  Senate  adopted  by  a  vote  of  77  to  6 
last  year.  The  bill  creates  a  park  of  58,000 
acres  in  both  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt 
Counties  at  a  cost  of  $92  million.  Within 
its  boundaries  will  be  included  the  finest 
remaining  33,000  acres  of  centuries-old 
redwoods.  As  I  have  often  said,  with  a 
feeling  of  great  awe,  some  of  these  trees 
were  standing  when  Christ  walked  in  the 
Garden  of  Gethsemane.  With  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  bill,  these  amazing  trees  will 
remain  untouched  in  perpetuity. 

I  would  like  to  now  indicate  several 
problems  with  which  we  have  had  to  deal 
in  the  consideration  of  the  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  proposals,  and  discuss  how 
we  dealt  with  them. 

The  redwood  purchase  unit  was  estab¬ 
lished  in  1935  by  the  Forest  Service.  It 
was  to  be  an  area  exhibiting  sound  forest 
management  and  demonstrating  proper 
redwood  logging  methods  to  the  timber 


industry  of  northern  California.  As  origi¬ 
nally  contemplated,  the  redwood  pur¬ 
chase  unit  was  to  include  863,000  acres  of 
land  in  a  northern  and  a  southern  unit. 

Of  the  contemplated  863,000  acres 
planned,  only  14,567  acres  were  ever  ac¬ 
quired,  and  these  in  the  northern  unit. 
Acquisitions  ceased  over  20  years  ago, 
and  the  area  has  been  managed  on  a 
sustained  yield  basis  with  timber  being 
harvested  by  various  commercial  timber 
companies  in  the  area.  The  Senate-- 
passed  Redwood  National  Park  bill  pro¬ 
vided,  and  the  conference  committee 
agreed,  that  in  light  of  the  limited  sup¬ 
ply  of  redwood  timber  of  commercial 
value  remaining,  the  timberlands  of  the 
northern  redwood  purchase  unit  should 
be  made  available  for  exchange  to  those 
timber  companies  being  forced  to  give  up 
their  commercial  timberlands  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  for  a  Redwood  National 
Park. 

It  was  hoped  that  by  using,  in  part, 
trees  for  trees,  instead  of  only  cash  for 
trees,  the  commercial  timber  industry 
of  this  area  of  northern  California 
would  not  be  unduly  hurt.  The  bill  as 
reported  by  the  conference  committee 
excepts  from  exchange  the  Yurok  ex¬ 
perimental  forest  consisting  of  approxi¬ 
mately  935  acres  within  which  forest 
research  is  conducted  by  the  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice.  I  agree,  as  a  general  rule,  that  forest 
land  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest 
Service  ought  not  to  be  used  as  the 
medium  of  exchange  for  acquiring  park 
lands.  However,  the  uniqueness  of  the 
land  being  acquired,  and  the  existence  of 
exchangeable  redwood  land  in  an  all  but 
defunct  Federal  program,  dictates  that 
an  exception  should  be  made  in  this 
case.  It  should  be  emphasized  that  the 
northern  redwood  purchase  unit  is  not 
within  the  boundaries  of  a  national  for¬ 
est.  It  is  the  residue  of  a  project  initiated 
over  30  years  ago  and  is  being  admin¬ 
istered  for  commercial  timber  purposes 
at  the  present  time.  I  hope  that  the  tim¬ 
ber  companies  affected  by  the  Redwood 
National  Park  bill,  if  given  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  accept  trees  from  the  northern 
redwood  purchase  unit,  will  do  so,  and 
will  undertake  every  exertion  to  sustain 
their  employment  levels  into  the  future. 

I  keeply  regret  any  economic  dislocation 
which  may  occur  by  virtue  of  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  redwood  national  park,  but  I 
feel  confident  that  by  use  of  the  northern 
redwood  purchase  unit,  and  by  the  de¬ 
velopmental  and  operating  activities  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park,  the  affected 
region  of  northern  California  will  reap 
distinct  economic  benefits,  from  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  Redwood  National  Park.  This 
park  will  surely  act  as  a  magnet  to  at¬ 
tract  peoples  from  all  the  country,  and 
the  worldl,  to  come  and  see  its  wonders. 

As  I  have  indicated,  three  very  fine 
State  redwood  parks  are  included  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park.  The  approximately  28,000  acres  ; 
encompassed  within  the  boundaries  of 
these  State  parks  contain  some  of  the  j 
finest  examples  of  old-growth  redwood 
remaining  on  the  face  of  the  earth.  When 
joined  with  the  magnificent  trees  in¬ 
cluded  within  the  Redwood  National 
Park  exterior  to  these  State  parks,  a 
truly  inspiring  collection  of  these  age- 
old  giants  is  obtained.  When  hearings 
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opened  on  the  various  Redwood  Na¬ 
tional  Park  proposals  during  the  90th 
Congress,  the  State  of  California  indi¬ 
cated  that  it  would  consider  donating  its 
fine  parks  to  the  Federal  Government 
only  if  certain  Federal  land  with,  great 
recreational  value  located  within  the 
State  of  California  was  provided  to  the 
State  for  recreational  development.  Ne¬ 
gotiations  did  take  place  between  the 
State  and  Federal  agencies  concerned 
with  the  various  areas,  but  no  final 
agreement  was  obtained.  Given  that  sit¬ 
uation,  we  were  faced  with  the  disturb¬ 
ing  problem  of  time.  As  we  delayed  in 
authorizing  the  Redwood  National  Park, 
the  lumbermen’s  saws  daily  reduced  our 
options.  Waiting  until  the  Federal-State 
negotiations  were  concluded  successfully 
meant  more  uncertain  delay.  Therefore, 
we  decided  that  our  legislation  should 
authorize  a  Redwood  National  Park 
magnificent  within  itself,  but  including 
the  great  State  parks  within  its  bounda¬ 
ries,  which  parks  were  to  be  donated  to 
the  Federal  Government  by  the  State  of 
California,  if  and  when  the  State  deter¬ 
mined  to  do  so.  This  action  will  allow 
the  authorization  of  a  Redwood  National 
Park  without  further  delay.  By  not  re¬ 
quiring  the  State  to  donate  its  parks  as 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  national  park,  the  proposal  re¬ 
moves  an  unnecessary  veto  over  the 
creation  of  the  national  park.  We  hope 
and  believe  that  before  too  long  the 
State  of  California  will  see  the  advantage 
of  donating  the  concerned  areas  to  the 
Federal  Government  for  inclusion  in  the 
Redwood  National  Park.  Until  such  time, 
arrangements  can  be  made  by  which  the 
administration  of  both  areas  may  be 
harmonious  and  in  the  public  interest. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  are  aware  that 
over  the  years  a  continuing  and  serious 
problem  has  existed  as  to  the  limitation 
on  lumbering  activities  in  the  arpas  being 
considered  for  a  Redwood  National  Park. 
So-called  timber  cutting  moratoriums 
were  established  but  controversy — some¬ 
times  bitterness — constantly  existed  as 
to  the  terms  and  extent  of  such  mora¬ 
toriums.  The  conference  report  before  us 
today  provides  that  upon  its  enactment, 
the  major  areas  to  be  acquired,  within 
the  designated  boundaries  of  the  park, 
immediately  become  the  property  of  the 
United  States.  Title  passes.  This,  of 
course,  stops  all  lumbering  activities 
within  the  areas  taken  except  as  may  be 
allowed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  to  an  orderly 
termination  lumbering  operations  within 
the  area.  A  legislative  taking  such  as  this 
also  guards  against  an  escalation  in  land 
values  which  usually  occurs  following  the 
statutory  designation  of  an  area  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  as  a  national  park.  All  too  often 
real  estate  speculators  and  developers 
move  into  an  area  designated  for  Federal 
acquisition  with  a  view  to  extracting  the 
highest  ppssible  price  from  the  Federal 
Government.  The  unfortunate  delay  be¬ 
tween  authorization  and  funding  of 
many  of  our  park  and  recreation  areas 
provides  an  ample  opportunity  for  such 
undesirable  activities.  The  provision  I 
have  just  mentioned  will  establish  the 
date  of  taking  of  the  areas  concerned 
and,  hopefully,  will  allow  speedy  funding 


and  development  of  the  concerned  lands. 
Those  whose  lands  are  taken  under  this 
provision  will  receive  interest  on  the 
amounts  received  for  their  land.  The  in¬ 
terest  will  be  computed  on  the  land  value 
determined  by  mutual  agreement  or  by 
decision  of  the  U.S.  Court  of  Claims  and 
will  be  retroactive  to  the  date  the  lands 
were  taken  for  inclusion  in  the  park. 

One  other  provision  requires  comment. 
The  committee  desired  to  establish  an 
unbroken  corridor  of  coastal  land  be¬ 
tween  the  northern  unit  and  the  south¬ 
ern  unit  of  the  Redwood  National  Park. 
Therefore,  it  was  necessary  to  bring  into 
Federal  ownership  approximately  100 
acres  of  land  located  at  the  mouth  of  the 
Klamath  River  directly  in  the  center  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park  area.  This 
land  is  owned  and  operated  by  a  family 
of  Indian  heritage  but  was  not  acquired 
as  part  of  an  Indian  reservation  or  by 
virtue  of  their  Indian  ancestry.  The  area 
is  now  being  operated  as  a  fishing  camp, 
a  use  which  will  not  interfere  with  the 
operation  of  the  Redwood  National  Park. 
However,  leaving  this  area  out  of  the 
park  would  leave  open  the  troublesome 
possibility  that  at  some  future  time  this 
centrally  located  area  could  be  developed 
into  an  uninviting  commercial  operation 
completely  incompatible  with  the  very 
reasons  for  establishing  the  park.  There¬ 
fore,  the  committee  saw  fit  to  include 
this  property  within  the  park  bound¬ 
aries,  but  provided  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  may  lease  or  sell  the  land 
taken  back  to  the  Indian  family  with  re¬ 
strictions  designed  appropriately  to  limit 
the  uses  of  the  area.  In  such  a  manner 
the  present  owners  can  continue  to  oper¬ 
ate  on  the  land  which  has  been  in  their 
family  for  some  time,  but  they  will  not 
be  able  to  use  or  dispose  of  the  land  for 
commercial  development  or  engage  in  an 
unsuitable  development  themselves. 

When  our  ancestors  came  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  shore  they  looked  upon  a  land  of 
unlimited  natural  bounty.  With  vision 
and  diligence  they  carved  a  great  nation 
out  of  the  land.  As  our  numbers  multi¬ 
plied  at  the  beginning  of  this  century,  it 
became  apparent  that  our  resources  were 
not  adequate  to  meet  all  of  our  demands. 
The  great  conservationists  of  that  era, 
Gifford  Pinchot  and  President  Theodore 
Roosevelt  enunciated  a  policy  of  multi¬ 
ple-use  management  of  our  public  lands 
by  which  competing,  yet  compatible,  uses 
might  exist  side  by  side.  The  policy  has 
preserved  our  public  lands  and  fostered 
the  growth  of  our  Nation  for  the  last  half 
century. 

As  population  has  doubled  and  re¬ 
doubled  and  the  demands  of  an  indus¬ 
trial  society  have  exploded,  it  has  be¬ 
come  clear  in  recent  years  thal  some  nat¬ 
ural  assets  are  so  precious  that  the  single 
highest  and  best  use  of  them  for  the  fu¬ 
ture  is  that  they  be  preserved  in  their 
primeval  state  for  all  time.  The  passage 
of  the  Wilderness  Act  was  perhaps  the 
most  important  public  manifesto  of  that 
belief.  Surely  when  the  history  of  con¬ 
servation  is  written,  1968  will  be  marked 
as  a  year  in  which  the  cause  of  sound 
conservation  legislation  reached  it  apex. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  proud  to  have 
been  connected  with  this  fight  for  the 
people  from  the  beginning.  I  am  proud 


of  the  legislation  which  is  before  us  from 
the  conference  committee,  which  will 
create  a  great  Redwood  National  Park  in 
my  State  of  California.  The  conferees 
have  acted  in  good  faith.  The  public  in¬ 
terest  is  well  served.  A  wonderland,  an¬ 
cient  and  irreplaceable,  will  be  preserved. 
I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  President,  as  my  tenure  in  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  now  rapidly 
draws  to  its  close,  I  am  proud  of  this 
moment,  I  am  proud  of  the  legislation 
we  arc  about  to  approve.  I  am  proud  that 
this  last  major  legislative  act  with  which 
I  shall  be  associated  during  my  service 
here  preserves  these  ancient,  majestic 
living  giants  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
human  race.  This  almost  one  hundred 
million  dollar  National  Redwood  Park 
constitutes  an  imposing  milestone  in  the 
field  of  conservation.  We  may  all  thrill 
to  the  fact  that  in  this  action,  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  is  preserving 
one  of  the  wonders  provided  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Being,  to  be  enjoyed  by  this  and 
every  generation  for  all  time  to  come. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  has  completed  action  today  on 
three  major  pieces  of  conservation  legis¬ 
lation  and  sent  them  on  to  the  President 
for  his  signature. 

The  North  Cascades  legislation  estab¬ 
lishes  the  most  extensive  and  complete 
complex  of  outdoor  areas  in  our  coun¬ 
try.  The  North  Cascades  National  Park, 
the  Ross  Lake  Recreation  Area,  the  Lake 
Chelan  Recreation  Area,  the  Pasayten 
Wilderness,  and  the  White  Chuck  and 
Suiattle  additions  to  the  Glacier  Peak 
Wilderness  Area  complete  an  array  of 
unmatched  Alpine  beauty. 

The  Redwood  National  Park  will  pre¬ 
serve  forever  the  home  of  these  ancient 
giants  so  they  may  continue  to  thrive  for 
the  inspiration  and  wonder  of  future 
generations. 

The  National  Trails  Act  gives  statu¬ 
tory  status  and  protection  to  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Trail  and  the  Pacific  Crest  Trail, 
and  provides  a  process  for  the  study, 
planning,  and  designation  of  additional 
trails  to  be  added  to  the  system. 

The  Senate  can  take  great  pride  in 
what  has  been  accomplished  in  a  most 
historic  day  in  the  conservation  record 
of  a  great  cpnservation  Congress. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ex¬ 
tend  my  personal  thanks  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Washington.  I 
know  that  I  speak  for  the  Senate  and  ex¬ 
press  the  feelings  of  all  of  us  when  I  ex¬ 
tend  thanks  to  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

Year  after  year  the  Senator  has  han¬ 
dled  legislation  expeditiously.  There  have 
been  no  holdups.  The  Senator  has  been 
in  the  forefront  in  the  field  of  legislation 
which  comprises  so  many  fields  in  his 
committee. 

I  want  the  Senator  to  know  that  I 
think  he  has  done  a  magnificent  job  as 
chairman  of  this  committee. 
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Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the  able 
majority  leader  has  been  most  coopera¬ 
tive  and  helpful  in  all  of  the  bills  that  we 
have  brought  from  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  Without  his  support  and 
without  his  special  interest,  we  would  not 
have  been  able  to  move  as  expeditiously 
as  I  think  we  have  during  the  past  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  MAN SFIELD .  Mr.  President,  I  was 
not  asking  for  that.  I  wanted  it  to  be  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton’s  day  in  court  because  of  his  mag¬ 
nificent  work  done  through  the  years  in 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Aff  airs. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
with  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
to  say  that  it  has  been  a  rewarding  and 
enriching  experiehce  for  every  member 
of  the  committee,  Republican  and  Demo¬ 
crat,  who  has  served  under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  to  know  that,  one  after  an¬ 
other,  milestones  of  progress  in  the  field 
of  conservation  have  come  from  his 
committee. 

I  avail  myself  of  the  opportunity  to 
join  with  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  in  paying  tribute  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  what¬ 
ever  leadership  has  been  provided,  it  has 
been  shared  with  the  able  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  the  able 
senior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]. 


DEMONSTRATIONS  AND 
REVOLUTION 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
September  13  issue  of  U.S.A.,  there  ap¬ 
pears  an  article,  written  by  Alice 
Widener,  nationally  syndicated  column¬ 
ist  and  authority  on  the  so-called  left, 
old  and  new. 

The  article,  written  by  Mrs.  Widener, 
has  been  reprinted  in  Barron’s  issue  of 
September  16, 1968. 

The  article  gives  a  detailed  account  of 
what  happened  at  Rutgers  University, 
when  the  Socialist  Scholars  of  the  Unitecr 
States  met  at  their  annual  conference. 
The  guest  of  honor  at  the  conference/was 
Ernest  Mandel,  of  Brussels.  He  /  the 
editor  of  the  Belgian  Socialist  vweekly 
known  as  the  Left.  / 

Mrs.  Widener  tells  us  of  tha^alk  made 
by  Mr.  Mandel,  of  the  enthusiastic  and 
explosive  reaction  of  the  Socialist  schol¬ 
ars  who  were  in  attendance  and  in  de¬ 
tail  describes  the  recommendation  made 
by  Mr.  Mandel  abolU*  how  to  prosecute 
the  seizure  of  a  government. 

The  article  stages: 

With  militant  young  radicals  wearing  blue 
armbands  marked  “SSC,”  and  guarding 
locked  meeting^  room  doors,  the  Socialist 
Scholars,  revolutionary  Marxist  brain  trust 
in  U.S.  institutions  of  higher  learning,  held 
their  Fourth  Annual  Conference  over  the 
weekend  /Of  September  6-8,  at  Rutgers  Uni¬ 
versity,  in  New  Jersey. 

Gue6t  of  honor  was  Ernest  Mandel  of 
Brussels,  editor  of  the  Belgian  socialist 
weekly  “La  Gauche”  (The  Left) ,  and  a  main 
instigator  of  the  student  riots  and  workers’ 
/Strikes  in  France  during  last  May  and  June. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  continue  for  an  additional  5 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  the 
article  further  states: 

It  is  a  pity  that  Mandel’s  speech  at  dinner 
in  Nielsen  Dining  Hall,  Rutgers,  on  Friday 
evening,  September  6th,  was  not  broadcast 
to  the  American  public.  He  speaks  excellent 
English  and  received  a  standing  ovation  from 
the  Socialist  Scholars  and  their  guests,  bus¬ 
loads  of  radical  youths  from  New  York  City 
and  other  centers.  Had  the  public  heard  what 
Mandel  said,  statistics  in  an  opinion  poll  of 
approval  or  disapproval  for  security  and  riot 
control  action  taken  during  the  recent  Dem¬ 
ocratic  National  Convention  would  rise  to 
99.9%  in  favor  of  Mayor  Daley  and  the 
Chicago  police. 

Mr.  President,  I  skip  the  remainder  of 
.that  paragraph  and  continue  to  read: 

X  “Students,”  explained  Ernest  Mandel,  “are 
tHe  detonators  in  the  formula  for  triggering 
off  \  social  explosion  creating  a  revolutionary 
situation.”  To  resounding  applause,  he  made/ 
clear  How  he  and  other  socialists  use  Man^ 
ism-LenVnism  as  the  device  for  timing,  con¬ 
trolling  aW  targeting  the  explosion.  / 

He  was  referring  to  the  recen r  riots 
and  difficulties  in  France.  / 

I  continue  thread  from  the/article: 

Mandel  went  oHUo  say  that  hire  May-June 
rebellion  in  FrancXthis  year /Tailed  tempo¬ 
rarily  “only  because  \f  lack  /i  a  revolution¬ 
ary  organization  whicn.  atyohe  decisive  mo- 
•ment,  could  counterpot/f  new  centralized 
workers’  power  to  existuffXcapitalist  power.” 

Mr.  President,  Mjr  Manfctel  pointed  out 
in  his  speech  that^ie  students  absolutely 
took  over  the  government  irrNantes  and 
Caen.  They  stepped  all  communications. 
They  induce*!  the  issuance  of  new  cur¬ 
rency  by  tone  governments  when*  they 
had  control,  and  they  obtained  control  to 
the  degree  that  the  merchants  beganVc- 
cepting  the  bonds  of  credit  issued  by  the 
revolutionary  government.  \ 

^hen  De  Gaulle — and  I  admire  his 
a'eat  bravery,  though  I  disagree  with 
/mm  tremendously  on  his  treatment  of 
our  country — showed  a  willingness  to 
take  hold  and  demonstrated  the  might 
of  his  government,  those  who  took  the 
bonds  of  credit  from  the  newly  insti¬ 
tuted  government  of  course  lost  their 
money. 

The  point  I  make  is  that  we  had  better 
wake  up  and  not  be  misled  into  the  belief 
that  there  is  not  danger  in  our  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  this  very  worthwhile  article 
by  Mrs.  Alice  Widener,  to  which  I  have 
referred,  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  Barron’s,  Sept.  16,  1968] 

The  Detonators:  A  Report  on  the  Fourth 
Conference  of  Socialist  Scholars 

(Note. — The  accompanying  article  is  an 
excerpt  from  the  September  13  issue  of  U.S.A., 
a  bi-weekly  published  by  Alice  Widener,  na¬ 
tionally  syndicated  columnist  and  authority 
on  the  so-called  Left,  Old  and  New.) 

With  militant  young  radicals  wearing  blue 


armbands  marked  “SSC,”  and  guarding 
locked  meeting  room  doors,  the  Socialist 
Scholars,  revolutionary  Marxist  brain  trust  , 
in  U.S.  institutions  of  higher  learning,  held* 
their  Fourth  Annual  Conference  over  Vak 
week-end  of  September  6-8,  at  Rutgers  Uni¬ 
versity,  in  New  Jersey.  / 

Guest  of  honor  was  Ernest  Mandel  q^HBrus- 
sels,  editor  of  the  Belgian  socialistr  weekly 
“La  Gauche”  (The  Left),  and  a  m»in  insti¬ 
gator  of  the  student  riots  and  workers’  strikes 
in  France  during  last  May  an*T  June.  Now 
banned  from  that  country,  M?mdel  made  his 
welcome  way  into  our  own  vj&  Paris-Havana- 
Brussels.  He  was  formally  introduced  to  the 
Socialist  Scholars  by  Paufl  Sweezy,  editor  of 
the  leftist  radical  MonUOy  Review,  who  said: 
“Ernest  Mandel  is  on*  of  the  most  eminent 
and  important  Mannst  theorists  in  Europe 
today.  He  spent  considerable  time  last  sum¬ 
mer  in  Cuba.  H^was  active  in  events  which 
took  place  in  Evince  last  spring  and  is  ban¬ 
ned  by  the  Fsench  Government  for  his  part 
in  those  events.  We’re  all  hoping  he  will  go 
back  to  France  and  take  part  in  events  de¬ 
veloping ychere  now.” 

It  is  sr  pity  that  Mandel’s  speech  at  dinner 
in  Nuksen  Dining  Hall,  Rutgers,  on  Friday 
evening,  September  6th,  was  not  broadcast 
to/he  American  public.  He  speaks  excellent 
Hnglish  and  received  a  standing  ovation  from 
/he  Socialist  Scholars  and  their  guests,  bus¬ 
loads  of  radical  youths  from  New  York  City 
and  other  centers.  Had  the  public  heard  what 
Mandel  said,  statistics  in  an  opinion  poll  of 
approval  or  disapproval  for  security  and  riot 
control  action  taken  during  the  recent  Demo¬ 
cratic  National  Convention  would  rise  to 
99.9%  in  favor  of  Mayor  Daley  and  the  Chi¬ 
cago  police.  Moreover,  if  TV  networks  had 
featured  Mandel’s  speech,  there  would  be  no 
more  confusion  among  loyal  Americans  about 
the  revolutionary  leadership  of  violent  stu¬ 
dent  rebellions  and  “peace”  demonstrations. 

“Students,”  explained  Ernest  Mandel,  “are 
the  detonators  in  the  formula  for  triggering 
off  a  social  explosion  creating  a  revolutionary 
situation.”  To  resounding  applause,  he  made 
clear  how  he  and  other  socialists  use  Marx¬ 
ism-Leninism  as  the  device  for  timing,  con¬ 
trolling  and  targeting  the  explosion.  Mandel 
said  the  main  strategy  for  overthrowing  neo¬ 
capitalism  in  advanced  industrial  nations 
today,  including  the  U.S.,  is  “to  put  forth, 
through  mass  strikes  and  mass  movements, 
concrete  demands  and  goals  which  are  un¬ 
acceptable  to  the  capitalist  system  and  can¬ 
not  be  granted  within  the  capitalist  system.” 
V  Mandel  went  on  to  say  that  the  May-June 
rebellion  in  France  this  year  failed  tem- 
poiarily  “only  because  of  lack  of  a  revolu¬ 
tionary  organization  which,  at  the  decisive 
moment,  could  counterpose  new  centralized 
workenf  power  to  existing  capitalist  power.” 

In  hiX.  speech,  Ernest  Mandel  said  that 
French  v^ffkers’  affinity  for  Marxism  deter¬ 
mined  theiXactions  last  spring,  not  working 
conditions  o\pay.  “The  remarkable  thing,” 
he  explained,  ‘Xas  that  the  rebellion  against 
neo-capitalism  took  place  despite  the  fact 
that  French  per  eapita  consumption  is  the 
highest  in  Western  Europe  except  for 
Sweden.”  He  said  many  facts  showed  the 
French  workers  “werestarting  a  revolution.” 
Among  these,  he  noteck  was  the  complete 
cut-off  of  the  citiesXof  Nantes  and 
Caen  from  communications,  and  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  “a  workers’  stark  which  started 
to  issue  its  own  currency — bone  de  credits — 
which  were  accepted  by  the  storekeepers.” 
He  admitted,  parenthetically,  that  after  the 
Gaullist  Government  “repression, ”\he  store¬ 
keepers  lost  their  money.  \ 

Another  significant  fact,  said  MancN,  was 
that  St.  Nazaire  shipyard  workers  had  cfelled 
for  “a  General  Assembly  (Assemblee  Gener- 
ale),”  as  in  the  French  revolution  of  18$8. 
(At  Columbia  University  this  months 
Students  for  a  Democratic  Society,  which 
sparked  the  rebellion  last  April,  called  for  a 
“General  Assembly.”) 
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To  establish  a  Redwood  National  Park  in  the  State  of  California,  and  for 

other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That,  in  order  to 
preserve  significant  examples  of  the  primeval  coastal  redwood 
(Sequoia  sempervirens)  forests  and  the  streams  and  seashores  with 
which  they  are  associated  for  purposes  of  public  inspiration,  enjoy¬ 
ment,  and  scientific  study,  there  is  hereby  established  a  Redwood 
National  Park  in  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties,  California. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  area  to  be  included  within  the  Redwood  National 
Park  is  that  generally  depicted  on  the  maps  entitled  “Redwood 
National  Park,"  numbered  NPS-RED-7114-A  and  NPS-RED-711U- 
B,  and  dated  September  1968,  copies  of  which  maps  shall  be  kept 
available  for  public  inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park 
Service,  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  shall  be  filed  with  appropriate 
officers  of  Del  Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  may  from  time 
to  time,  with  a  view  to  carrying  out  the  purpose  of  this  Act  and  with 
particular  attention  to  minimizing  siltation  of  the  streams,  damage 
to  the  timber,  and  assuring  the  preservation  of  the  scenery  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  national  park  as  depicted  on  said  maps,  modify 
said  boundaries,  giving  notice  of  any  changes  involved  therein  by  pub¬ 
lication  of  a  revised  drawing  or  boundary  description  in  the  Federal 
Register  and  by  filing  said  revision  with  the  officers  with  whom  the 
original  maps  were  filed,  but  the  acreage  within  said  park  shall  at  no 
time  exceed  fifty-eight  thousand  acres,  exclusive  of  submerged  lands. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  by  donation  only  all  or 
part  of  existing  publicly  owned  highways  and  roads  within  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  park  as  he  may  deem  necessary  for  park  purposes.  Until 
such  highways  and  roads  have  been  acquired,  the  Secretary  may  coop¬ 
erate  with  appropriate  State  and  local  officials  in  patrolihg  and  main¬ 
taining  such  roads  and  highways. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  lands  and  inter¬ 
ests  in  land  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  and, 
in  addition  thereto,  not  more  than  ten  acres  outside  of  those  boundaries 
for  an  administrative  site  or  sites.  Such  acquisition  may  be  by  donation, 
purchase  with  appropriated  or  donated  funds,  exchange,  or  otherwise, 
but  lands  and  interests  in  land  owned  by  the  State  of  California  may 
be  acquired  only  by  donation. 

(b)  (1)  Effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby 
vested  in  the  United  States  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in,  and  the  right 
to  immediate  possession  of,  all  real  property  within  the  park  bound¬ 
aries  designated  in  maps  NPS-RED-7114— A  and  NPS-RED-7114-B, 
except  real  property  owned  by  the  State  of  California  or  a  political 
subdivision  thereof  and  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3)  of  this 
subsection.  The  Secretary  shall  allow  for  the  orderly  termination  of  all 
operations  on  real  property  acquired  by  the  United  States  under  this 
subsection,  and  for  the  removal  of  equipment,  facilities,  and  personal 
property  therefrom. 

(2)  The  United  States  will  pay  just  compensation  to  the  owner  of 
any  real  property  taken  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection.  Such 
compensation  shall  be  paid  either:  (A)  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  from  money  appropriated  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund,  including  money  appropriated  to  the  Fund  pursuant  to  section 
4(b)  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965,  as 
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amended,  subject  to  the  appropriation  limitation  in  section  10  of 
this  Act,  upon  certification  to  him  by  the  Secretary  of  the  agreed 
negotiated  value  of  such  property,  or  the  valuation  of  the  property 
awarded  by  judgment,  including  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum 
per  annum  from  the  date  of  taking  the  property  to  the  date  of  pay¬ 
ment  therefor;  or  (B)  by  the  Secretary,  if  the  owner  of  the  land 
concurs,  with  any  federally  owned  property  available  to  him  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  exchange  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  5  of  this  Act; 
or  (C)  by  the  Secretary  using  any  combination  of  such  money  or 
federally  owned  property.  Any  action  against  the  UnitedsStates  for 
the  recovery  of  just  compensation  for  the  land  and  interests  therein 
taken  by  the  United  States  by  this  subsection  shall  be  brought  in  the 
Court  of  Claims  as  provided  in  title  28,  United  States  Code,  section 
1491. 

(3)  Subsection  3(b)  shall  apply  to  ownerships  of  fifty  acres  or  less 
only  if  such  ownerships  are  held  or  occupied  primarily  for  nonresi- 
dential  or  nonagricultural  purposes,  and  if  the  Secretary  gives  notice 
to  the  owner  within  sixty  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  of  the 
application  of  this  subsection.  Notice  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  made  as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  Act.  The  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  that  distriot  in  which  such  ownerships  are  lo¬ 
cated  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  any  action  brought 
by  any  person  having  an  interest  therein  for  damages  occurring  by 
reason  of  the  temporary  application  of  this  paragraph,  between  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act  and  the  date  upon  which  the  Secretary  gives 
such  notice.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  as  affecting 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  under  subsections  (a)  and  (c)  of  this 
section  to  acquire  such  areas  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(c)  If  any  individual  tract  or  parcel  of  land  acquired  is  partly  inside 
and  partly  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  park  or  the  administrative  site 
the  Secretary  may,  in  order  to  minimize  the  payment  of  severance 
damages,  acquire  the  whole  of  the  tract  or  parcel  and  exchange  that 
part  of  it  which  is  outside  the  boundaries  for  land  or  interests  in  land 
inside  the  boundaries  or  for  other  land  or  interests  in  land  acquired 
pursuant  to  this  Act,  and  dispose  of  so  much  thereof  as  is  not  so  utilized 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  377),  as  amended  (40  U.S.C. 
471  et  seq.).  The  cost  of  any  land  so  acquired  and  disposed  of  shall 
not  be  charged  against  the  limitation  on  authorized  appropriations 
contained  in  section  10  of  this  Act. 

(d)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  to  acquire,  as  provided  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  lands  and  interests  in  land  bordering 
both  sides  of  the  highway  between  the  present  southern  boundary  of 
Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park  and  a  point  on  Redwood  Creek 
near  the  town  of  Orick  to  a  depth  sufficient  to  maintain  or  to  restore 
a  screen  of  trees  between  the  highway  and  the  land  behind  the  screen 
and  the  activities  conducted  thereon. 

(e)  In  order  to  afford  as  full  protection  as  is  reasonably  possible  to 
the  timber,  soil,  and  streams  within  the  boundaries  of  the  park,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized,  by  any  of  the  means  set  out  in  subsections  (a) 
and  (c)  of  this  section,  to  acquire  interests  in  land  from,  and  to  enter 
into  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  with,  the  owners  of  land 
on  the  periphery  of  the  park  and  on  watersheds  tributary  to  streams 
within  the  park  designed  to  assure  that  the  consequences  of  forestry 
management,  timbering,  land  use,  and  soil  conservation  practices  con¬ 
ducted  thereon,  or  of  the  lack  of  such  practices,  will  not  adversely 
affect  the  timber,  soil,  and  streams  within  the  park  as  aforesaid.  As 
used  in  this  subsection,  the  term  “interests  in  land”  does  not  include 
fee  title  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  cost  of  a  necessary  less- 
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than-fee  interest  would  be  disproportionately  high  as  compared  with 
the  estimated  cost  of  the  fee.  No  acquisition  other  than  by  donation 
shall  be  effectuated  and  no  contract  or  cooperative  agreement  shall  be 
executed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  subsection 
until  sixty  days  after  lie  has  notified  the  President  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  his  intended  action 
and  of  the  costs  and  benefits  to  the  United  States  involved  therein. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  owner  of  improved  property  on  the  date  of  its  acqui¬ 
sition  by  the  Secretary  under  this  Act  may,  as  a  condition  of  such  acqui¬ 
sition,  retain  for  himself  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  a  right  of  use  and 
occupancy  of  the  improved  property  for  noncommercial  residential 
purposes  for  a  definite  term  of  not  more  than  twenty-five  years  or,  in 
lieu  thereof,  for  a  term  ending  at  the  death  of  the  owner  or  the  death 
of  his  spouse,  whichever  is  later.  The  owner  shall  elect  the  term  to  be 
reserved.  Unless  the  property  is  wholly  or  partially  donated  to  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  shall  pay  the  owner  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  property  on  the  date  of  acquisition  minus  the  fair  market  value 
on  that  date  of  the  right  retained  by  the  owner.  A.  right  retained  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  termination  by  the  Secretary 
upon  his  determination  that  it  is  being  exercised  in  a  manner  incon- 
I  sistent  with  the  purpose  of  this  Act,  and  it  shall  terminate  by  operation 
of  law  upon  the  Secretary’s  notifying  the  holder  of  the  right  of  such 
determination  and  tendering  to  him  an  amount  equal  to  the  fair  market 
value  of  that  portion  of  the  right  which  remains  unexpired. 

(b)  The  term  “improved  property”,  as  used  in  this  section,  means  a 
detached,  noncommercial  residential  dwelling,  the  construction  of 
which  was  begun  before  October  9,  1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the 
land  on  which  the  dwelling  is  situated,  the  said  land  being  in  the  same 
ownership  as  the  dwelling,  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate  to  be  rea¬ 
sonably  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  dwelling  for  the  sole  pur¬ 
pose  of  noncommercial  residential  use,  together  with  any  structures 
accessory  to  the  dwelling  which  are  situated  on  the  land  so  designated. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  have,  with  respect  to  any  real  property 
acquired  by  him  in  sections  5  and  8,  township  13  north,  range  1  east, 
Humboldt  meridian,  authority  to  sell  or  lease  the  same  to  the  former 
owner  under  such  conditions  and  restrictions  as  will  assure  that  it  is 
not.  utilized  in  a  manner  or  for  purposes  inconsistent  with  the  national 
park. 

Sec.  5.  In  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  property  by  exchange, 
the  Secretary  may  accept  title  to  any  non-Federal  property  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  park,  and  outside  of  such  boundaries  within  the 
\  limits  prescribed  in  this  Act.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
'  law,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  such  property  from  the  grantor  by 
exchange  for  any  federally  owned  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  California,  except  property  needed 
for  public  use  and  management,  which  he  classifies  as  suitable  for 
exchange  or  other  disposal,  or  any  federally  owned  property  he  may 
designate  within  the  Northern  Redwood  Purchase  Unit  in  Del  Norte 
County,  California,  except  that  section  known  and  designated  as  the 
Yurok  Experimental  Forest,  consisting  of  approximately  nine  hun¬ 
dred  and  thirty-five  acres.  Such  federally  owned  property  shall  also  be 
available  for  use  by  the  Secretary  in  lieu  of,  or  together  with,  cash  in 
payment  of  just-compensation  for  any  real  property  taken  pursuant  to 
section  3(b)  of  this  Act.  The  values  of  the  properties  so  exchanged 
either  shall  be  approximately  equal  or,  if  they  are  not  approximately 
equal,  the  value  shall  be  equalized  by  the  payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor 
or  to  the  Secretary  as  the  circumstances  require.  Through  the  exercise 
of  his  exchange  authority,  the  Secretary  shall,  to  the  extent  possible, 
minimize  economic  dislocation  and  the  disruption  of  the  grantor’s 
commercial  operations. 
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Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  any  Federal 
property  located  within  any  of  the  areas  described  in  sections  2  and  3  of 
this  Act  may,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  head  of  the  agency  having 
custody  thereof,  be  transferred  without  consideration  to  the  admin¬ 
istrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  for  use  by  him  in  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Secretary  shall  have  the  same  authority  with  respect  to  contracts  for 
(he  acquisition  of  land  and  interests  in  land  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act  as  was  given  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  other  land  acquisi¬ 
tions  by  section  34  of  the  Act  of  May  30,  1908  (35  Stat.  545 ;  40  U.S.C. 

261 ) ,  and  the  Secretary  and  the  owner  of  land  to  be  acquired  under  this 
Act  may  agree  that  the  purchase  price  will  be  paid  in  periodic  install¬ 
ments  over  a  period  that  does  not  exceed  ten  years,  with  interest  on  the 
unpaid  balance  thereof  at  a  rate  which  is  not  in  excess  of  the  current 
average  market  yield  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the 
United  States  with  remaining  periods  to  maturity  comparable  to  the 
average  maturities  on  the  installments. 

(b)  Judgments  against  the  United  States  for  amounts  in  excess  of 
the  deposit  in  court  made  in  condemnation  actions  shall  be  subject  to  A 
the  provisions  of  section  1302  of  the  Act  of  July  27, 1956  (70  Stat.  694), 
as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  724a),  and  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat. 
979) ,  as  amended  (28  U.S.C.  2414, 2517) . 

Sec.  8.  The  present  practice  of  the  California  Department  of  Parks 
and  Recreation  of  maintaining  memorial  groves  of  redwood  trees 
named  for  benefactors  of  the  State  redwood  parks  shall  be  continued 
by  the  Secretary  in  the  Redwood  National  Park. 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  Redwood  National  Park 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  1916  (39 
Stat.  535;  16  U.S.C.  1-4),  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Sec.  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $92,000,000 
for  land  acquisition  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Approved  October  2,  1968. 
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